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ABSTRACT 
 
The purpose of this transcendental phenomenology was to describe the experiences of teachers’ 
educational technology use in Title I elementary schools in Central Florida. The central research 
question in this study was: How do Title I elementary teachers in Central Florida describe their 
experiences utilizing educational technology in the classroom? The theoretical foundation for 
this study was grounded in Bandura’s social cognitive theory, more specifically, teacher self-
efficacy, which is a significant component of social cognitive theory. The design of this study 
was a transcendental phenomenology, a qualitative model that is most appropriate since I sought 
to make meaning from the descriptions of teachers’ use of educational technology in the Title I 
classroom. The sample consisted of 15 teachers from Title I schools across Central Florida. I 
collected data using in-depth personal interviews, focus groups, and journal prompts. The data 
was analyzed through phenomenological reduction. Findings from this study revealed how the 
Title I teachers utilized technology in their elementary classrooms to prepare their students for 
college or careers. The research revealed the importance of technology training and 
administrative support for teachers to be able to integrate technology into their classroom 
curriculum effectively. Recommendations for future research include expanding the study to 
comprise more Title I schools and exploring the effects of remote learning for students should 
the need arise for distance learning.  
Keywords: Title I schools, educational technology, technology integration, transcendental 
phenomenology, pedagogy, self-efficacy 
4 
 
 
 
Dedication  
 
I dedicate this work with the deepest of love and gratitude to my husband, Frank.  
Without your tireless encouragement, I would not have been able to attain this goal. I cannot 
thank you enough for seeing my unspoken dream and encouraging me to pursue it. You pushed 
me relentlessly when I wanted to give up, and I would never have persevered through the tough 
times in this journey if not for your support. I cannot express to you the love and gratitude I feel. 
I would also like to dedicate this to my daughters, Sierra and Shayna. I appreciate your 
unwavering belief in me. I am forever thankful that I get to be your mother. I love you all more 
than words could ever possibly say.  
Finally, I dedicate this study to those who want to be or do better. Especially 
students once told that they could not rise above. Our past mistakes do not define us. Oscar 
Wilde stated, “Every saint has a past, and every sinner has a future.” For those who were 
teenage moms or high school dropouts, those who grew up in broken homes with little to no 
support, let your “mess” be your message and rise above it.  
  
5 
 
 
 
Acknowledgments  
First, I want to thank my Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. I have had to turn to Him in 
prayer numerous times throughout this journey. There is no way that I would have made it thus 
far without His guidance, direction, and answered prayers.  
 I would also like to say a special thank you to my husband, Frank Hernandez. I would 
never have had the courage to begin this doctoral program without his love and belief in me. He 
decided to join me on this adventure and work toward his doctorate by my side. I am thankful 
that we were able to embark on this adventure together.   
Finally, I would like to thank my friends and family for their undying support and 
understanding of my continuous absences. I was not present during many important times 
over the last few years. I am incredibly grateful for the loved ones who continued to cheer 
me on from afar. 
 
6 
 
 
 
Table of Contents 
ABSTRACT .....................................................................................................................................3 
Dedication ........................................................................................................................................4 
Acknowledgments............................................................................................................................5 
List of Tables .................................................................................................................................11 
List of Figures ................................................................................................................................12 
List of Abbreviations .....................................................................................................................13 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................14 
Overview ............................................................................................................................14 
Background ........................................................................................................................14 
Historical Context ..................................................................................................15 
Social Context ........................................................................................................17 
Theoretical Context ................................................................................................18 
Situation to Self..................................................................................................................20 
Problem Statement .............................................................................................................22 
Purpose Statement ..............................................................................................................23 
Significance of the Study ...................................................................................................24 
Empirical ................................................................................................................24 
Theoretical .............................................................................................................25 
Practical..................................................................................................................26 
Research Questions ............................................................................................................26 
Central Research Question .....................................................................................27 
Sub-Question 1.......................................................................................................27 
7 
 
 
 
Sub-Question 2.......................................................................................................28 
Sub-Question 3.......................................................................................................29 
Definitions..........................................................................................................................30 
Summary ............................................................................................................................31 
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW ................................................................................33 
Overview ............................................................................................................................33 
Theoretical Framework ......................................................................................................33 
Social Cognitive Theory ........................................................................................35 
Teacher Self-efficacy .............................................................................................36 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge ...................................................39 
Related Literature...............................................................................................................43 
Generational Shifts and the Introduction of Technology .......................................43 
Generation Z ..........................................................................................................47 
Digital Divide.........................................................................................................49 
Legislation..............................................................................................................52 
Benefits and Barriers with Technology Integration ...............................................56 
Summary ............................................................................................................................63 
CHAPTER THREE: METHODS ..................................................................................................65 
Overview ............................................................................................................................65 
Design ................................................................................................................................65 
Research Questions ............................................................................................................67 
Central Question: ...................................................................................................67 
Sub-Question 1: .....................................................................................................68 
8 
 
 
 
Sub-Question 2: .....................................................................................................68 
Sub-Question 3: .....................................................................................................68 
Setting ................................................................................................................................68 
Participants .........................................................................................................................68 
Procedures ..........................................................................................................................70 
The Researcher's Role ........................................................................................................72 
Data Collection ..................................................................................................................73 
Interviews ...............................................................................................................73 
Focus Groups .........................................................................................................77 
Journals ..................................................................................................................78 
Data Analysis .....................................................................................................................80 
Trustworthiness ..................................................................................................................82 
Credibility ..............................................................................................................82 
Dependability and Confirmability .........................................................................83 
Transferability ........................................................................................................83 
Ethical Considerations .......................................................................................................83 
Summary ............................................................................................................................84 
CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS .....................................................................................................85 
Overview ............................................................................................................................85 
Participants .........................................................................................................................85 
Anna .......................................................................................................................85 
Beverly ...................................................................................................................86 
Cara ........................................................................................................................86 
9 
 
 
 
Debra ......................................................................................................................87 
Elijah ......................................................................................................................88 
Felicia .....................................................................................................................88 
Helena ....................................................................................................................89 
Jake ........................................................................................................................89 
Julio ........................................................................................................................90 
Melissa ...................................................................................................................91 
Natalie ....................................................................................................................92 
Nichole ...................................................................................................................92 
Paige .......................................................................................................................93 
Samantha ................................................................................................................94 
Tiffany....................................................................................................................94 
Results ................................................................................................................................95 
Theme Development ..............................................................................................95 
Research Question Responses..............................................................................123 
Summary ..........................................................................................................................128 
CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION..............................................................................................130 
Overview ..........................................................................................................................130 
Summary of Findings .......................................................................................................130 
Discussion ........................................................................................................................136 
Theoretical Literature...........................................................................................136 
Empirical Literature .............................................................................................140 
Implications......................................................................................................................145 
10 
 
 
 
Theoretical ...........................................................................................................145 
Empirical ..............................................................................................................147 
Practical................................................................................................................152 
Delimitations and Limitations ..........................................................................................155 
Delimitations ........................................................................................................155 
Limitations ...........................................................................................................155 
Recommendations for Future Research ...........................................................................157 
Summary ..........................................................................................................................158 
REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................160 
APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT EMAIL SCRIPT......................................................................181 
APPENDIX B: ONLINE SURVEY ............................................................................................182 
APPENDIX C: CONSENT FORM .............................................................................................183 
APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ..............................................................................186 
APPENDIX E: FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS .........................................................................188 
APPENDIX F: JOURNAL PROMPTS .......................................................................................189 
APPENDIX G: PARTICIPANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION........................................190 
APPENDIX H: CODING FREQUENCY ...................................................................................191 
APPENDIX I: THEME DEVELOPMENT .................................................................................192 
 
11 
 
 
 
List of Tables 
Table 3.1…………………………………………………………………………………………71 
 
Table 3.2…………………………………………………………………………………………74 
 
Table 3.3…………………………………………………………………………………………76 
 
Table 4.1…………………………………………………………………………………………95 
 
12 
 
 
 
List of Figures 
Figure 2.1…………………………………………………………………………………...36 
Figure 2.2…………………………………………………………………………………...40 
13 
 
 
 
List of Abbreviations 
Council for Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP)  
Information Communication Technology (ICT)  
No Child Left Behind (NCLB)  
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK)   
14 
 
 
 
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Overview 
This chapter contains six sections. The first section includes essential information related 
to the background of the research problem. This background offers support for the problem and 
assists in understanding previous research conducted on Generation Z, Title I students, and the 
integration of technology by Title I elementary school teachers. This research was significant to 
me both personally and professionally; thus, the second section of this chapter consists of the 
situation to self and the role of the researcher. The third section introduces the formal problem 
statement of the research and provides previous research on technology integration as support for 
the problem. The significance of the research study is included in the fourth section and consists 
of empirical, theoretical, and practical implications of the study. In the fifth section of the 
chapter, the researcher will reveal the research questions and explain their significance to the 
investigation. Finally, the sixth chapter will cover the definitions of the terms that are relevant to 
the study.  
Background 
As learning environments are becoming more technologically advanced, there is a 
growing need to adequately train educators to utilize this technology to augment classroom 
instruction. Today’s teachers must prepare students to succeed in a global society. Since Title I 
students generally live below the poverty line, many may not have access to technology in the 
home (Suppes et al., 2013). It is up to the teacher to break down socio-economic barriers in the 
classroom and allow students to learn how to effectively utilize this technology in schools 
(Adams, 2014). By studying the experiences of Title I teachers’ technology use in the classroom, 
scholars may begin to understand how attitudes toward this technology use can influence 
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perceptions of successful integration and whether there are any significant differences in these 
attitudes based on practical professional technology training.  
Teachers’ perspectives and attitudes toward technology integration understandably vary. 
Winslow et al. (2014) found that teachers are overwhelmed with all the tasks that must be 
completed in the classroom on any typical school day and may consider additional elements of 
technology as a hindrance. Olson (2000) argued that technology often does not fit into the 
current teaching culture and that it may even challenge the teacher’s sense of efficacy. Teachers 
may feel that there is not enough time to be trained on how to implement this technology 
integration successfully. There is a lack of in-service training, and schools must address these 
issues if they expect their teachers to effectively take advantage of the learning potential that 
technology adds to curriculum and instruction (Winslow et al., 2014). 
Historical Context 
Technology has transformed education. Gone are the days of students sitting wordlessly 
in silent rows, listening to a lecture from the teacher in the front of the room. This traditional 
style of teaching is insufficient for Generation Z students. This generation is continuously 
utilizing technology daily. Generation Z describes youth born in the mid-1990s through the late 
2010s and includes the current youth of American society (Turner, 2015). These students utilize 
technology regularly; therefore, educators must possess the strategies, knowledge, and skills 
needed to keep students engaged and prepared for the 21stcentury classroom (Price et al., 2016). 
New technological environments allow for instant gratification, as well as feelings of frustration 
when responses are not evident immediately (Shatto & Erwin, 2016). Teachers must conduct the 
learning process in a way that not only addresses the specific learning styles of the students but 
also cultivates their individual educational growth (Kolb, 1984). In the past, educators saw that 
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computers were slowly changing how they delivered knowledge. As classrooms evolved, 
teachers found ways to allow students to be self-directed learners, creating a more constructivist 
approach to gathering knowledge (Ringstaff & Sandholtz, 1994). 
In classrooms of the past, there may have been one computer for all students to use. It is 
common for classes today to have numerous electronic devices for student use (Koivisto, 2014). 
Today’s students can collect an extensive background of knowledge with their digital skills. 
However, if unguided, these skills cannot be considered digital competence (Hepp et al., 2015). 
It has become the teachers’ responsibility to break away from the traditional delivery of teaching 
and learning and utilize technology for daily instruction in the classroom. Teachers working with 
Generation Z have a unique opportunity to address the learning styles of each student through the 
integration of educational technology. Teachers are also responsible for assisting students in 
becoming college and career ready. This preparation includes ensuring students will be 
competitive in their future education and workforce. Teachers should utilize technology to assist 
students in learning and sharing while also training them to adapt to the new social challenges 
that come with technology integration. Classroom activities that employ technology may 
encourage students to take a more active approach to their learning (Hepp et al., 2015).   
Since the integration of technology is becoming increasingly important, researchers 
completed numerous studies on technological integration with a primary emphasis on middle and 
high school classrooms (Lee & Spires, 2009; Murphy et al., 2016; Robinson, 2016; Sen & Ay, 
2017; Tilton & Hartnett, 2016; Urban & Falvo, 2016). Current research focuses on factors that 
influence the practices of technology integration, accessibility and the importance of technology, 
and Generation Z’s attitudes on digital learning (Hsu, 2016; Mitchell et al., 2016; Persada et al., 
2019). There has been little information regarding the successful integration of technology in 
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Title I schools, especially at the elementary level.  Of the existing studies, many are either 
quantitative or focus on the barriers impacting the integration of technology (Harris et al., 2016; 
Pittman & Gains, 2015).  
Social Context 
With increasing advances in technology, students are becoming habituated to interacting 
and communicating in a world that is always connected (Turner, 2015). Constant connection is 
vastly different from how previous generations expressed themselves to one another or 
performed daily tasks without the use of technology. This rapid improvement of technology and 
the advances of electronic learning has resulted in a significant portion of students’ lives 
consisting of mobile learning (Baek et al., 2017). With these technological advances, there is a 
growing emphasis on technology use in the classroom. Teachers are now utilizing technology 
across the curriculum and in all areas of delivery, including traditional classes, blended learning 
environments, online instruction, and the flipped classroom setting (Amstelveen, 2019). As 
teachers are utilizing technology in their classrooms each day, they are increasing students’ 
learning, knowledge advancement, and engagement. This daily technology use is also improving 
teachers’ technology practice and pedagogy (Minshew & Anderson, 2015).   
Generation Z students, who are between the ages of four and twenty, make up most of the 
current student population (Turner, 2015). Teachers must appreciate the unique needs of this 
generation of students. These students are accustomed to new technology and do not relate to 
those who don’t understand the ever-changing infrastructure in education (Linnes, & Metcalf, 
2017). Generation Z is continuously wired and always tend to have their communication devices 
near. They strive to feel connected and instantly gratified (Turner, 2015). Current studies on 
Generation Z students focus on developing strengths in Generation Z college students or those 
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entering the workforce (Goh & Lee, 2018; Seemiller & Clayton, 2019). There is little to no 
research identifying how the technological characteristics of Generation Z relate to students in 
elementary schools and the perspectives of teachers who work with them. Keppler et al. (2014) 
explain that most research considers students in middle and high school to have greater access to 
technology when compared to elementary students. Since technology has globalized education, 
numerous studies have established the importance of educational technology schools (Carver, 
2016; Union et al., 2015; Delgado et al., 2015). Few studies are examining how teachers in Title 
I elementary schools are integrating technology in the classroom.   
Not only are Generation Z students unique in their educational needs, but students in 
Title 1 schools also have additional needs that teachers must meet. This unique population of 
students has its challenges and barriers that they must overcome. Title I schools contain at-risk 
students who have more issues with the integration of technology. There is a great inequity 
between traditional students and students who live below the poverty line when it comes to 
technology accessibility (Union et al., 2015). Title I elementary teachers must work to integrate 
technology into their instruction to assist in bridging the achievement gap (Suppes et al., 2013). 
This study seeks to extend and refine the existing knowledge of the integration of technology in 
Title I elementary classrooms.  
Theoretical Context 
Self-efficacy provides a valuable view of teaching and learning with digital technologies. 
Bandura (1977) described self-efficacy as an individual’s belief in his or her capacity to execute 
behaviors needed to produce specific performance goals. Teacher self-efficacy is an underlying 
theory within Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory that can assist in explaining how the 
teachers’ feelings of competence can influence the perceptions toward the successful integration 
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of technology. Teachers’ confidence in their technology awareness and technological abilities 
can impact how they utilize educational technology in the classroom (Wang et al., 2014). While 
most teachers understand that there is a wealth of technology available for instructional use in 
the classroom, many often do not take advantage of these opportunities. Teachers identify the 
reasons for not using educational technology as lacking the resources, have little to no time to 
experiment with the technological tools, insufficient training, and philosophical beliefs about 
technology use (Winslow et al., 2014). Teachers’ lack of self-efficacy in the integration of 
technology is one factor that contributes to the underutilization of technology for learning. 
Rehmat and Bailey (2014) maintain that developing self-efficacy in technology integration 
requires a positive attitude and strong motivation. While teachers may have this positive belief 
and attitude about technology integration, they may not reflect these beliefs in their actual 
instructional practices (Gunter & Reeves, 2017). 
Mishra and Koehler (2006) created a set of knowledge teachers need to instruct students 
by utilizing technology effectively. This knowledge set is the Technological Pedagogical Content 
Knowledge (TPACK) framework. This theory can explain how educators must teach students 
within the pedagogical, content, and technological knowledge contexts. While teachers may 
assume that students know how to use technology effectively since they are immersed in it daily, 
students may not understand how to apply this technology to their learning. Title I students are at 
an even more significant disadvantage as they do not always have access to educational 
technology tools or applications, nor are they taught how to use this technology to empower their 
learning (Suppes et al., 2013). Since technology has become an essential part of students’ lives 
both inside and outside of the classroom, teachers must utilize technology in their instruction, 
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then teach students to use this same technology during the learning process. The TPACK 
framework can assist teachers in accomplishing this effectively.   
To meet students where they are, teachers must tap into their digital world and engage 
them academically using educational technology (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). 
Utilizing the TPACK framework and understanding how Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy concept 
can empower teachers to integrate technology into their classrooms to assist students’ in the 
learning process will extend or refine existing knowledge and research.  
Situation to Self 
This research was of considerable significance to me, both personally and professionally. 
I have taught for over 15 years in Title I schools. I currently work with preservice teachers as an 
adjunct professor, teaching classes in educational technology, classroom management, and 
diverse populations at a local private university. I am certified in elementary education, 
educational leadership, and have an endorsement in ESOL. My experiences as a Title I 
elementary classroom teacher and college technology professor had led me to identify and 
understand the need for teacher technology acceptance for classroom integration and 
professional development. I believe that technology is an indispensable component of education 
today, and it is essential that teachers train students on how to utilize technology to deepen 
understanding and support their learning. I know firsthand the numerous obstacles and barriers 
that may hinder teachers’ acceptance of technology integration, as well as how self-efficacy can 
impact successful technology use in the classroom. It was my goal to give a voice to teachers 
who struggle with these barriers. I also wanted to acknowledge those who have overcome 
challenges in technology integration. Understanding these challenges will benefit administrators, 
teachers, and other educational stakeholders. This research will enable these stakeholders to 
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understand how to integrate technology so that all students, especially those in Title I schools, 
may receive the most effective education possible. The design I chose to implement for this 
study was a transcendental phenomenological investigation since I sought to understand the 
essence of the lived experiences of Title I elementary teachers and wanted to report on their 
independent perceptions and insights (Moustakas, 1994). It was my hope that the descriptions 
published in this research would fill a gap in the literature that exists on the experiences of 
teachers’ use of educational technology in the Title I elementary classroom. 
A social constructivist framework was the foundation of this study. Constructivism is a 
form of epistemological paradigm that is interpretive and deals with human interactions 
(Creswell, 2018). The constructivism paradigm guided this study due to the focus on 
interpretations of the individual as well and the use of triangulation to collect data until fully 
immersed (Creswell, 2018; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Since it was my goal to understand the 
research problem by describing the various perspectives of my participants, the constructivist 
framework was most appropriate (Patton, 2015). As with any epistemological study, I tried to get 
as close as I possibly could to Title I teachers who participated in this research and worked to 
ensure that I did not separate their experiences from the work environment (Creswell, 2018; 
Patton, 2015). A researcher who utilizes the epistemological assumption relies heavily on direct 
quotes from the participants of the study (Creswell, 2018). Understanding that all participants 
will have different experiences and descriptions of their individual and unique perspectives, I 
researched an ontological assumption, as well (Creswell, 2018). Ontology is the nature of reality, 
what is, and what is possible (Lincoln & Guba, 1986). My previous and current teaching 
experiences allowed me to understand the benefits and challenges that the educational 
environment may contain. Therefore, I sought to get close to the participants to understand the 
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essence of their lived experiences better to describe teacher perceptions accurately.  
Problem Statement 
Students in Title I schools are generally known to be economically disadvantaged, and 
many live well below the poverty line. Warschauer et al. (2014) found that students in Title I 
areas usually come from low-income households and do not have access to technology outside of 
the educational setting.  Since technology contributes to the global development and diversity of 
21st-century classrooms, it is considered a fundamental foundation for more complex learning. 
All students must have access to technology so that quality teaching and meaningful, responsive, 
and culturally relevant learning can occur, despite the students’ socio-economic background. The 
problem is that Title I elementary students are already at a disadvantage due to economic and 
academic challenges and may not have access to technology outside of the classroom. 
Additionally, these students may not know how to effectively utilize technology that is necessary 
to be college or career ready in the 21st-century world (Kayalar, 2016; Kermani & Aldemir, 
2015).   
Today, technology integration is mandatory for all schools and classrooms (CAEP, 
2016). Educators must train students for a 21st-century world. Teachers must have the passion 
and knowledge to pass this technology onto their students (Kayalar, 2016).  Not only must 
teachers utilize this technology in the planning and implementation of the curriculum, but they 
must also effectively train Title I students in the use of this technology to prepare them for the 
future sufficiently. Kermani and Aldemir (2015) suggest that learning through educational 
technology at an early age will not only increase students’ engagement but also assist in the 
preparation of their future educational needs. Studies have suggested that many teachers are not 
taking full advantage of technology and the potential that it may have to positively transform a 
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classroom (Agbo, 2015; Habib & Johannesen, 2014). This research utilized a transcendental 
phenomenological approach to describe Title I teachers’ experiences using educational 
technology in elementary classrooms. Further studies need to be directed toward Title I teachers’ 
learning to use technology and subsequently training their students who may not have access to 
the technology outside of the classroom (Urban & Falvo, 2016).   
Purpose Statement  
The purpose of this qualitative transcendental phenomenological study was to describe 
the experiences of teachers’ educational technology use in Title I elementary schools in Central 
Florida. During the research, educational technology use was defined as the technology used to 
enable or facilitate classroom learning. Digital technologies are an essential asset for schools due 
to the strategic support technology offers to teaching and learning (Dube & Scott, 2017). Dube 
and Scott (2017) explored studies that discovered how limited technology use led to a second-
order digital divide. The second-order digital divide covers the inequalities in skills, and there is 
a need to bridge this gap and start building these technological skills through continuous training 
for disadvantaged students (Valenduc et al., 2010). This problem may negatively impact Title I 
students, school, and community stakeholders, as well as the initiatives of increased 
technological investment. The ability to create with the use of technology can assist in the 
academic success of students in the k-12 classroom (Urban & Falvo, 2016). Therefore, there was 
a need to uncover and obtain a more in-depth insight into Title I teachers’ perspectives of 
technology use due to the limited literature discussing this problem within the elementary 
classroom context. The key theory that framed this research was Bandura’s theory of self-
efficacy, a construct in the social cognitive theory. Bandura’s (1977) theory of self-efficacy 
refers to a teacher’s belief in their capability to execute behaviors needed to reach specific goals. 
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In this instance, the goal would be the successful use and integration of technology. Since this 
study focused on the perceptions of Title I teachers’ experiences with technology integration, the 
theory of teacher self-efficacy played a role in these perceptions and attitudes while impacting 
the necessary training of students on this technology.  
Significance of the Study 
Technological advancements have directed changes in the expectations placed on K-12 
teachers (O'Neal et al., 2017). Fox-Turnball (2015) identifies the importance of looking deeper 
into the experiences of teachers in elementary schools and their understanding of the significance 
of technology integration. This study added awareness to Title I schools about the importance of 
technology integration in the classroom. The comprehensive exploration of the experiences of 
teachers’ technology use in Title I elementary classrooms added to the existing literature offered 
valuable understanding to the topic of technology integration by giving a voice to Title I teachers 
who utilize this technology in their learning environment.  
Empirical 
 This research contributes to the existing literature on technology integration in K-12 
schools by adding insight into the experiences of instructors’ use of educational technology in 
the Title I elementary classroom. Current studies indicate that there is great importance placed 
upon the effective integration of technology. For example, Mitchel et al., (2016) studied the 
perceptions of teachers concerning the importance of technology accessibility in the curriculum, 
clarifying how teachers gained experience in the classroom and became less likely to utilize 
technology in their teaching. Another study recognized how the use of technology increased 
effectiveness in language arts classes, elaborating on how technology use increased educator 
pedagogy and student achievement (Keppler et al., 2014). This increase of pedagogy adds to the 
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existing literature on the value of the TPACK framework and how teachers who utilize this 
model are more effective in the integration of technology for learning (Mishra and Koehler, 
2006). 
Additionally, Dube and Scott (2017) investigated the perspectives of university students 
on the use of digital technologies as teaching and learning tools. Finally, a study conducted by 
Domingo and Garganté (2016) sought to explore the use of technology in primary education in 
Spain. While this research remained fixated on education in general K-12 classrooms, colleges, 
or perspectives in another country, none had explicitly examined technology use at the 
elementary level or in a Title I environment. The research in this study sought to add to the 
current literature by giving a voice to elementary teachers and their experiences with technology 
in Title I classrooms. I hoped that this unique group of educators would be able to describe their 
perspectives and experiences so that additional advancement of technology instruction at the 
Title I elementary level can occur.  
Theoretical 
 The theory that this investigation contributed to is Bandura’s (1977) theory of self-
efficacy. Generation Z students thrive on technology, and it has become an essential part of their 
lives, both socially and academically. Data gathered in the investigation provided a meaningful 
view of teachers’ confidence in integrating technology into the Title I classroom, therefore 
adding to the theory of self-efficacy. The principles of self-efficacy include the idea that lacking 
confidence or belief in one’s abilities may hinder the achievement of specific goals; in this case, 
the effective integration of technology (Bandura, 1977). This theory was evident in identifying 
how teachers felt about professional development and training and how training may impact the 
teacher’s attitude about integrating technology into the Title I elementary classroom.   
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Practical 
 This study gave valuable evidence to those invested in Title I schools, including 
principals, faculty and staff, and other community stakeholders. This investigation increased the 
understanding of how technology can be utilized in Title I classrooms by both teachers and 
students. The goal in many Title I schools is to bridge the achievement gap created by income 
inequities for economically disadvantaged students. The low socio-economic area where this 
study occurred will allow administrators at the school and district level to understand how the 
use of technology can improve the learning and academic outcomes for Title I students. 
Furthermore, while my study focused on Central Florida, the data gathered may assist in a deeper 
understanding of the professional needs that teachers have when it comes to technology training 
for faculty and staff nationwide. O’Neal et al. (2017) explain that while it is evident that most 
educators see the value of technology for instruction and learning, they need more guidance on 
how to integrate technology into the classroom effectively. This study lends to the perspectives 
of these teachers as they voice their experiences with technology integration in the Title I 
classroom.   
Research Questions 
One central research question and three sub-questions guided this study. The researcher 
corroborated the questions through the theoretical framework of Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy 
construct. I sought to gather in-depth descriptions of the experiences of Title I elementary 
teachers’ use of educational technology by asking the central question. I wanted to describe 
teachers’ perceptions of technological awareness and their perceived ability to integrate current 
technology. Finally, I explored the perceptions of teachers’ experiences with professional 
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development and training and how the integration of this training impacted their views on 
technology integration in the classroom. 
Central Research Question 
How do Title I elementary teachers describe their experiences utilizing educational technology in 
the classroom? 
 The central question framed this investigation. I wanted to give a voice to Title I 
elementary teachers in Central Florida by allowing them to describe their experiences with 
educational technology use in the classroom. For Title I teachers to give honest and genuine 
feedback, I purposely utilized an open-ended and non-directional central question. It was my 
goal to attain powerful and precise descriptions of personal lived experiences of Title I teachers 
through interviews and focus groups (Moustakas, 1994). This question makes connections to the 
theory of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Due to the goal of the investigation being to describe 
how teachers are utilizing technology in the classroom, it was critical to understand how 
teachers’ self-efficacy can empower or impede a teachers’ motivation to incorporate technology 
and teach their students to use the technology for learning. When a teacher feels confident in 
their ability to utilize and incorporate technology into their instruction, they become more 
motivated and enthusiastic about the technology in use and the positive effects it can have on 
learning. This mindset will not only influence the success of technology integration in the 
classroom, but it will also increase student motivation in learning to utilize the technology for the 
purpose of knowledge acquisition (Tilton & Hartnett, 2016). 
Sub-Question 1 
How do Title I elementary teachers describe their technological awareness and their ability to 
integrate current educational technology into their classrooms? 
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 The first sub-question was developed to build on the central question by empowering 
teachers to describe how they perceived their technological awareness. Technological awareness 
is a skill that refers to being mindful of current technology and one’s ability to identify and 
understand the usefulness of such technology in education (Hammonds et al., 2013). Hundley 
and Shyles (2010) examined how awareness of digital devices can contribute to the effective use 
of technology and self-efficacy. This question provided an honest reflection of the teachers’ self-
efficacy. Bandura (1977) described self-efficacy as how well one can execute courses of action 
needed to deal with prospective situations. Allowing teachers to identify how they perceive their 
technology awareness and how they view their ability to integrate technology into their 
instruction gave a greater understanding of the importance of self-efficacy.  
Sub-Question 2 
How do Title I elementary teachers describe their experiences with professional development 
and training initiatives designed for educational technology integration in the classroom? 
 The second sub-question continued to develop the ideas of Bandura (1977) and self-
efficacy. This question sought to provide Title I elementary teachers the chance to describe their 
experiences with professional development and training initiatives that assist in the integration of 
technology in the classroom. Current research identifies the ways that specific training and 
professional development increase teacher technology self-efficacy (Minshew & Anderson, 
2015; Tilton & Hartnett, 2016). Self-efficacy has become a highly effective predictor of an 
individual’s motivation and learning (Zimmerman, 2013).  Exploring the experiences of Title I 
teachers and professional development designed for technology integration allowed these 
teachers to identify any connections to this training and their feelings of self-efficacy. Allowing 
teachers to describe their experiences with this professional development provided rich, deep, 
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and accurate perceptions of their views on training and how it may or may not have assisted 
them in gaining self-efficacy (Moustakas, 1994).   
Sub-Question 3 
How do Title I elementary Teachers describe the strategies they use to assist students in learning 
to utilize educational technology to enhance knowledge acquisition effectively? 
 The last sub-question was developed to build further on the central question by seeking to 
understand how, after technological training and professional development, teachers would 
progress and utilize specific strategies to instruct students on effective technology use. Teachers 
may be offered training incentives that will help them to learn to use technology in the 
classroom; however, this question sought to build further on the central question by identifying 
ways in which the teachers will use new strategies to train Title I students to utilize this 
technology so that they may adequately prepare for the future. This question provided teachers 
with the opportunity to describe the importance of identifying and reflecting on practical 
strategies that assist students in learning to utilize this new technology to increase academic 
achievement and prepare them for college and careers of the 21st century and assist in bridging 
the second digital divide. This inquiry reflected the self-efficacy theory in that teachers’ 
confidence increases motivation, which in turn can increase a students’ confidence and 
motivation to utilize the integrated technology successfully. Self-efficacy plays a significant role 
in determining students’ chances for success. Bandura (1977) names four sources for self-
efficacy beliefs; these are mastery experience, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, 
emotional and physiological states, and imaginal experiences. Teachers must utilize these 
sources when training students (Bandura, 1977). Teachers are influential people in the lives of 
students and can reinforce their beliefs that they have what it takes to be successful. Students’ 
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self-belief in their abilities, or self-efficacy, will play a role in the successful technology training 
for the purpose of learning.  
Definitions 
1. Achievement gap – The gap in achievement between students due to a lack of educational 
experiences and limited resources (Adams, 2014).  
2. Digital Natives – Another name for Generation Z. Prensky (2001) describes this group as 
those born after 1980 who have grown up surrounded by digital technologies and are 
more comfortable utilizing technology than previous generations. 
3. Digital Technology – Any electronic device that is digitally based (Wang et al., 2014). 
4. Educational Technology – digital technology used to facilitate learning (Downes & 
Bishop, 2015). 
5. Economically Disadvantaged – students whose household income is below average 
(Rowsell et al., 2017). 
6. First Digital Divide – The gap between those who have access to technology tools and 
those who do not (Rowsell et al., 2017). 
7. Generation Z – considered the current generation, which is dominated by technology 
(Persada et al., 2019). 
8. Integration – The use of technology in the classroom aligned with the goals of teaching 
so that its use is almost transparent (Winslow et al., 2014).  For the purpose of this study, 
integration refers to technology used for the purpose of teaching and learning. 
9. Pedagogical Content Knowledge – Teachers' understanding of how to formulate 
explanations, represent content, and response to misunderstanding. (Nind & Lewthwaite, 
2018). 
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10. Second Digital Divide – The gap between those who have technology skills and 
opportunities to utilize them and those who do not (Van Dijk, 2003). 
11. Student-Centered Learning – Teaching where students are in control of and can facilitate 
their own learning (Dole et al., 2015).   
12. Teacher-Centered or Traditional Learning – Instruction, where the teacher is the center 
of the learning process and may not involve the development of critical thinking or 
problem-solving skills (Dole et al., 2015). 
13. Teacher Self-efficacy – Self-efficacy occurs when a teacher has confidence in their 
capabilities to lead students to success (Bandura, 1977). 
14. Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge – The framework created by Mishra and 
Koehler (2006) that was developed to explain the clusters of knowledge that teachers 
must utilize when integrating technology into the curriculum.  
15. Title I Schools – Title I schools are schools that have a large population of economically 
disadvantaged students. Title I resources assist these students in acquiring a high-quality 
education and ensuring that children have a fair and equal opportunity to be successful 
(Tirrell-Corbin & Cooper, 2014). 
16. Transformational Leadership – Leadership that guides change through inspiration that 
will assist in the growth of an organization (Choi et al., 2017). 
Summary 
The purpose of this qualitative transcendental phenomenological study was to describe 
the experiences of teachers’ educational technology use in Title I elementary schools in Central 
Florida. It was my goal to bring awareness to how Title I teachers use their knowledge of 
technology to create a more student-centered educational environment. Furthermore, I wanted to 
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provide a deeper understanding of how practical and useful training can lend to teachers’ self-
efficacy. Finally, I sought to identify the perceptions of the usefulness of digital technology in 
teaching and learning. This investigation was necessary because Title I elementary students are 
already at a disadvantage due to economic and academic challenges and may not have access to 
technology outside of the classroom. Moreover, they may not know how to effectively utilize 
technology that is necessary to be college or career ready in the 21st-century world (Kayalar, 
2016; Kermani & Aldemir, 2015). The perceptions and lived experiences of Title I teachers can 
create an awareness that will assist in identifying and overcoming barriers in technology 
integration. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Overview 
This chapter contains a review of the literature for this study. The first section in this 
chapter includes essential information related to the theoretical framework that was the 
foundation for this research. This framework provided a conceptual understanding of the 
perspectives of teachers’ technology use in the classroom and how it related to self-efficacy. The 
first theory was the social cognitive theory with a focus on teacher self-efficacy. The next 
framework was the Technological, Pedagogical, Content (TPACK) model, a more modern 
approach. These theories connected to the research questions within this study and provided a 
theoretical understanding of the perspectives of teachers’ technology use in the classroom and 
how it relates to teacher self-efficacy. The next section of this chapter includes the literature 
related to this study. In this section, I reviewed the current literature concerning Generation Z 
and Title I students, emphasizing their unique learning and technological needs. I also considered 
previous generational cohorts so that I may better recognize the generational shifts, before and 
after this infiltration of technology. Within this review of the literature, I focused on research that 
assists in a better understanding of the digital divide and its impact on student academic success.  
The final section explores the legislature related to technology integration and identifies the 
benefits and barriers of the integration of technology into the modern-day classroom.   
Theoretical Framework 
Two theories guided the foundation for this study. The first theory was Bandura’s (1977) 
social cognitive theory, which suggests that learning happens within a social context, with 
reciprocal interactions between the individual, behavior, and the environment. A substantial 
element of social cognitive theory is teacher self-efficacy, which focuses on a teacher’s level of 
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confidence in their instructional capabilities (Bandura, 1977; Zee & Koomen, 2016). Teachers’ 
self-efficacy is defined as one’s sense or judgment of his or her abilities to generate desired 
student outcomes in teaching (Bandura, 1977; Brown et al., 2014; Tschannen-Moran et al., 
2001). According to the social cognitive theory, a teacher’s beliefs about their individual ability 
to accomplish specific educational goals can contribute to both positive and negative 
instructional outcomes (De Smul et al., 2018). Teachers’ beliefs about their independent 
capabilities can fluctuate based on the given task, level of quality, and varying situations 
(Dellinger et al., 2008; De Smul et al., 2018). The idea that a teacher’s confidence in their 
capability to positivity impact student learning is critical to the actual success or failure of a 
teacher (Boulton, 2014; Brown et al., 2014; Henson, 2001). Teacher self-efficacy played a 
significant role in my research as my first sub-question asks teachers to reflect on their 
perceptions of technology awareness and their ability to integrate technology effectively into the 
classroom. In the present study, I sought to investigate teachers’ feelings of competence in the 
implementation of educational technology by examining their self-efficacy beliefs.    
The second theory that underpinned this study was the technological pedagogical content 
knowledge (TPACK) framework. Mishra and Koehler (2006) added the technological 
component to Shulman’s (1986) Pedagogical Content Knowledge construct as a modeling 
element. By simultaneously addressing content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and 
technology knowledge, the researchers created a framework for technology integration into the 
modern curriculum. The TPACK theory provided an outline for the technological integration 
aspect of my study and addressed the importance of utilizing technology for content delivery in 
the 21st-century classroom. The current research explored professional development and training 
initiatives designed for the integration of educational technology in the Title I elementary 
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classroom. The focus of the TPACK framework guides professional growth. Organizations can 
associate their technological training and academic programs through TPACK’s three areas; 
technology knowledge, content knowledge, and pedagogical knowledge (Elliott, 2018). The end 
goal is a union of all three contexts when including technology into the modern curriculum.  
Social Cognitive Theory  
Bandura’s psychological perspective focuses on the influence that the social environment 
can play on an individual’s motivation, learning, and self-regulation (Schunk & Usher, 2019). 
One distinguishing feature of social cognitive theory is the importance of social influence on 
external and internal social reinforcement (Bandura, 2001). Schunk and DiBenedetto (2020) 
clarified that what an individual thinks or believes will affect their actions and environment. 
These actions can modify their thoughts and settings or situations. Finally, the environment can 
impact an individual’s actions and thoughts. The personal, behavioral, and environmental 
processes are reciprocal since each affects the other (Bandura, 1977; Schunk & Usher, 2019). I 
embedded an essential factor of the research study’s theoretical component in sub-question 2, 
where I asked participants about professional development and training initiatives designed for 
technology integration. Since environmental processes can impact a teachers’ actions and 
thoughts, adequate support may also influence perceptions of effective technology use in 
teaching and knowledge acquisition.   
 The social cognitive theory highlights the importance of perceiving and modeling the 
behaviors, attitudes, and emotional responses of others. Bandura (1977) explained this as humans 
acting as their own agents of change, who are deliberately in charge of their actions. During 
learning, individuals may look for informative feedback in order to formulate thoughts and 
feelings about the kinds of behaviors that will help them to be successful. This feedback will 
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later influence their future actions (Bandura, 1977; Cox & Graham, 2009). An individual’s 
agency may be affected by their efficacy and eventually influence their decisions, effort, 
fortitude, perseverance, and emotional state (Bandura, 1977; Henson, 2002). All of which can 
impact teacher self-efficacy and the overall successful integration of educational technology. 
 The foundation of Bandura’s theory focuses on the belief that individuals seek a sense of 
intervention or the acceptance that one may have a significant influence on critical events in their 
life by setting goals and executing strategies to reach them. These individuals will continue to 
monitor their progress and readjust these strategies when necessary (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 
2020). When one is in an agentic state, they are obeying authority. A fundamental part of this 
agentic viewpoint is one’s perception of their own capabilities to learn and accomplish actions at 
specific levels. One of the most critical internal motivational processes in the social cognitive 
theory is self-efficacy. Self-efficacy stems from evaluative and goal-oriented self-reflection 
(Bandura, 1977; Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). When examining teachers’ perceptions of 
technology integration and self-efficacy, it is beneficial to focus on the three factors of social 
cognitive theory; personal, behavioral, and environmental (Bandura, 1977; Boulton, 2014). 
These social cognitive factors may influence teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy and impact 
technology integration in the classroom.   
Teacher Self-efficacy 
 Teacher self-efficacy is a significant component of social cognitive theory. This theory 
emphasizes human agency – the idea that individuals can exercise control over actions that affect 
their lives (Bandura, 1986, 1997; Zee & Koomen, 2016). Teacher self-efficacy, which is the 
teacher’s level of confidence about their ability, can be significantly influenced by their past 
experiences or current school culture (Brown, Lee, & Collins, 2014). When focusing on 
37 
 
 
 
technology integration, factors that may influence teacher self-efficacy include the support of the 
administration, and adequate training. This study explored Title I teachers’ engagement with 
educational technology and included an emphasis on their self-efficacy beliefs toward 
technology integration. Furthermore, my research addressed the support needed by teachers 
during technology integration and how effective training initiatives and professional 
development during the integration process created a positive and impactful school culture.  
 Self-efficacy connects motivation, constructivist thinking, and social cognitive theory. 
Bandura (1977) explains that efficacy refers to an individual’s perceived ability, which the 
teacher determines related to a specific task. Self-efficacy beliefs can determine a teacher’s 
professional practices (Boulton, 2014; Emmer & Hickman, 1991; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; Han 
& Weiss, 2005; Wertheim & Leyser, 2002). These self-efficacy beliefs will govern the way in 
which individuals feel, think, and motivate themselves to behave (Bandura, 1997). A person’s 
perceptions or thinking about their ability connects to their motivation. What’s more, teachers’ 
self-efficacy is associated with students’ academic growth and achievement (Brown et al., 2014; 
Cantrell et al., 2013). An educator’s efficacy has been associated with their disposition and 
teaching practice and can also influence student motivation, classroom management strategies, 
and increase academic instruction time (Emmer & Hickman, 1991; Gibson & Dembo, 1984; 
Woolfolk & Hoy, 1990). The self-efficacy of the teachers in my study determined their success, 
or lack thereof, in the effective integration of technology into the Title I classroom curriculum. 
When teachers have a high sense of instructional efficacy, they tend to be more resilient 
in their teaching and have higher expectations for their students (Brown et al., 2014; Pendergast 
et al., 2011). Teacher self-efficacy is a critical motivational construct that shapes teacher 
effectiveness and the quality of student learning. Brown, Lee, and Collins (2014) clarified that 
38 
 
 
 
teachers have much to learn about how one may develop teacher self-efficacy. My research will 
hopefully add to the theory of teacher self-efficacy by lending a greater understanding of how 
technology training and professional development may increase teachers’ feelings of self-
efficacy and how these beliefs may influence effective technology integration in the classroom. 
Additionally, within the social cognitive theory framework, feedback and positive reinforcement 
are substantial factors in the development of teacher self-efficacy. Therefore, this study 
addressed how teachers perceived the support they received in the form of professional 
development and training initiatives designed for educational technology integration in the 
classroom. The training and support experiences, which may lead to increased teacher self-
efficacy, may be linked to the successful integration of technology and improved technological 
skills for students. The end goal of a decrease in the second digital divide can be seen in Figure 
2.1 below. 
 
Figure 2.1: Technology Teacher Self-Efficacy Model 
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Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
 A modern framework that is necessary for today’s technologically enhanced classrooms 
is the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) model. This framework allows 
teachers to understand the types of knowledge essential to effective teaching with technology 
(Chai et al., 2013; Mishra & Kohler, 2006). Teachers can now create more technological 
pedagogical content knowledge as this framework gives educators specifications for the types of 
teacher knowledge necessary for effective technology integration (Koh et al., 2015).  Teachers 
need each component of the TPACK framework to integrate technology into the classroom 
curriculum effectively (Cox & Graham, 2009; Koh et al., 2015).  This knowledge is critical due 
to the emphasis of utilizing technology to foster pedagogical improvements that address 21st 
Century competencies.   
The components of TPACK: 
Content Knowledge (CK) – The content knowledge is the subject matter that the teacher desires 
for students to learn. Within this component, the instructor must have a greater 
understanding of the concepts, content, theories, and procedures to be effective (Mishra 
& Koehler, 2006; Pamuk et al., 2015).   
Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) – Pedagogical knowledge is the art and practice of teaching or 
transmitting knowledge in a stimulating and motivating manner. Pedagogy refers to the 
effectiveness of teaching on students’ learning. Shulman (1986) asserts that the principles 
and strategies of teaching, classroom management, learning, and motivation are 
components of pedagogical knowledge. Teachers must have classroom management 
skills, knowledge of teaching methods, understanding of assessments, be structured, and 
able to adapt quickly (Mishra & Koehler, 2006).  
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Technology Knowledge (TK) – In the TPACK framework, researchers identify technology 
knowledge as the tools and materials, as well as the technical skills that one must utilize 
within the teaching and learning process. Emerging technology (software and hardware), 
as well as traditional technologies (books and blackboards), are included in this 
component. Instructors are not only expected to be knowledgeable on these technologies 
but should also be able to effectively utilize them during instruction and across all forms 
of curricula (Graham et al. 2009; Mishra and Koehler 2006; Pamuk et al., 2015). This 
knowledge can assist teachers as they combine the use of technology with teaching. The 
current study sought to address the experiences that teachers had with any technological 
professional development needed to assist in effectively integrating technology into the 
classroom.  
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) – Pedagogical content knowledge includes how the 
teacher represents and formulates the content that makes it understandable to the students 
(Shulman, 1986).  A student’s experiences, background, preconceived ideas, or 
misconceived ideas may impact how easy or difficult it is to learn specific content. PCK 
is the knowledge for facilitating student learning so that the student can understand the 
content within contextual conditions (Koh et al., 2015; Pamuk et al., 2015). Generation Z 
students may need a teacher to represent and formulate content in a different manner than 
when they were students themselves. Technology plays a significant role in the everyday 
lives of Generation Z students, and instructors must understand ways in which to utilize 
this technology across the curriculum. Teaching requires more than simply delivering 
content, new information, or knowledge to a student. Shulman (1986) explained that a 
teacher’s interpretation and transformation of content is only the beginning. Teachers 
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must deliver the material in a way that the students can absorb, relate to, and comprehend 
in a meaningful way.  
Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) – Technological content knowledge designs and 
utilizes technology to transform, represent, and enrich specific content through 
technology. Teachers must be able to select and use appropriate technology to effectively 
communicate a given curriculum (Harris & Hofer, 2009; Pamuk et al., 2015). This 
approach is not only using technology in the teaching and learning process, but 
understanding ways to enrich specific knowledge acquisition utilizing appropriate 
technology. Teachers must understand how to utilize technology to offer new and 
innovative ways to deliver content to their students.  
Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) – Technological pedagogical knowledge is 
understanding how to enhance the practices of pedagogy with the integration of 
appropriate technology. Much like TCK, teachers must identify ways to support 
instruction with the effective use of explicit technology (Graham et al., 2009; Harris & 
Hofer, 2009; Koh et al., 2010; Mishra & Koehler, 2006; Pamuk et al., 2015). 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) – Technological pedagogical content 
knowledge embodies the way in which a teacher utilizes technology to enhance or 
support educational strategies used to deliver curriculum (Graham et al., 2009; Pamuk et 
al., 2015). While TPACK is a knowledge base drawn from ideologies of three main 
knowledge bases (content, pedagogy, and technology), it has an exclusively unique 
structure that goes beyond the other components. TPACK is the intersection of an 
educator’s knowledge of the curriculum, their use of effective pedagogy, and an 
understanding of effective technology (Harris & Hofer, 2009). Koh et al. (2010) 
42 
 
 
 
described TPACK as knowing how to utilize technology to enhance teaching methods for 
different curriculum content. Teachers must understand strategies that can combine this 
content, pedagogical knowledge, and curriculum content in various forms so that the 
curriculum is more readily comprehensible (Harris & Hofer, 2009). 
Within these components, teachers can apply the knowledge of all these constructs to 
their teaching and formulate technology integrated lessons that promote learning in the 21st-
century. This research study sought to gain a better understanding of the experiences and 
perceptions of Title I teachers on this technology integration in the modern-day classroom. With 
the increasing demand for technology use in all learning environments, TPACK is a critical part 
of education in today’s schools. Educators must be knowledgeable about TPACK to incorporate 
technology into the classroom curriculum effectively. Generation Z students are familiar with 
technology use and more apt to learn from technology than traditional lecture-style teaching.  
The figure below represents the TPACK framework. 
 
Figure 2.2: Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge Framework (Mishra & Koehler, 
2006) 
43 
 
 
 
Related Literature 
Technology is an indispensable part of everyday life and has become a vital component 
of the learning process, as well. Each day, students and teachers are utilizing new technologies in 
innovative ways (Carver, 2016). Generation Z students must be prepared for the 21st world, 
especially Title I students, as many have little to no access to technology outside of the 
classroom (Cardullo, 2019). This limited access, termed the digital divide, can cause inequities in 
the educational process and overall academic achievement of students from low-income families.  
This current body of literature examines the generational shifts that have led to today’s current 
student population, as well as the characteristics of Generation Z and Title I students, more 
specifically, their unique needs when it comes to learning and technology. The literature 
explored the legislation that has impacted technology integration in the classroom. Finally, the 
review of the research highlighted the benefits and barriers to technology integration in the 
classroom for instruction and learning. 
Generational Shifts and the Introduction of Technology 
Today’s students are unlike any other cohort of students the world has ever known.  
These students do not acquire knowledge in the same manner as many of their educators.  
Instructors must understand that each generation learns differently based on life experiences, 
family dynamics, values, culture, and technological advancements (Turner, 2015; Seemiller & 
Grace, 2017).  Teachers must know their students. No matter which academic level or grade 
currently being taught, educators must understand the characteristics of the students in their 
classrooms and be able to address their unique educational needs. 
There are known generational shifts that occur within each cohort of students coming 
through the educational system. Each generation has had to overcome different challenges and 
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barriers. The various obstacles students encounter come from the characteristics of the 
generation in which they belong. For example, traditionalists were born from 1900-1945 and are 
deemed the oldest generation in American Culture (Wiedmer, 2015). This group is associated 
with World War II, the invention of the radio, Hitler’s reign, and the beginning of the Korean 
War.   
Moreover, this generation respected authority, honored family values, and were 
motivated by money and position. They tend to work hard and consider debt to be embarrassing.  
Wiedmer (2015) went on to explain that traditionalists value hard work and are determined, 
taking pride in being generous and thrifty. Traditionalists viewed education as a dream and 
learned best through traditional, instructor-led teaching, seeking recognition from rewards, 
certificates, plaques, or trophies. Since many traditionalists lived during the Great Depression, 
they mostly went into the military or an early marriage with children. Education was a privilege 
that few were able to attain. 
 Baby Boomers are the generation born in the baby boom after World War II, 1946-1964.  
This generation grew up in a time of prosperity and after a major war. The 1960s defined the 
generation with John F. Kennedy, Martin Luther King, and Vietnam. Wiedmer (2015) 
exemplified Baby Boomers as extremely hard workers and committed to professional and 
personal goals. They are described as goal-oriented, competitive, and equate their work and 
positions with self-worth. As young adults, they may have been the first in their families to be 
educated (Wiedmer, 2015; Hennekam, 2016).  This generation enjoyed a higher level of 
education than traditionalists, and 29% hold a bachelor’s degree or higher (Wiedmer, 2015). 
Traditional teaching through textbooks and lectures was the norm.  
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 Technology began to come into the picture with Generation X. Generation X as born 
after the Post-World War II Baby Boom, 1961-1981. Schroer (2008) identified this generation as 
“lost” or “latchkey” kids exposed to divorce and daycare, experiencing broken families and 
absent parents. Some were considered workaholics, driven by authority and ranking. This 
generation witnessed the fall of the Berlin Wall, the splitting of the Soviet Union, AIDS, and the 
death of John Lennon (Schroer, 2008; Wiedmer, 2015). They experienced the emergence of 
music videos, heavy metal, and hip-hop music (Wiedmer, 2015). Generation X is highly 
educated and family-oriented. They strive to maintain a balance between work and family life 
and are less loyal to their career. Described as independent thinkers, artists, and geeks, 
Generation X tends to be face-paced and engaged in interesting or exciting work (Lissitsa & Kol, 
2016). As students in the 80s and 90s, they were unable to carry their large computer to campus 
and spent many nights waiting in line at the library to log on. They took notes in the margins of a 
notebook, textbooks were heavy, and the internet was not readily available until the late 90s 
(Lissitsa & Kol, 2016; Schroer, 2008). Additionally, typing and printing were completed in the 
library (Wiedmer, 2015). Socializing with peers had to be planned, and individuals needed to 
solidify a specific time and place since last-minute adjustments were difficult due to lack of cell 
phones during this era (Schroer, 2008). 
 The next generation, Generation Y, is often referred to as Millennials. They are the 
internet generation and constitute the largest generational cohort group since the Baby Boomers.  
They lived through the prison release of Nelson Mandela, the death of Princess Diana, 
Columbine, the World Trade Center attacks, the Iraq War, the bombings of Oklahoma City, and 
Hurricane Katrina (Wiedmer, 2015). This generation, compared to previous generations, is more 
social and seeks to create a balance between their work and personal lives. They are less 
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independent and more inclusive, need clear goals and structure, supervision and feedback, and 
mentoring (Gibson, 2013). Technology drives this generation, and they seek to learn from a 
variety of creative avenues. Generation Y wants to solve problems and find a sense of purpose 
and belonging (Arora & Dhole, 2019; Gibson, 2013). 
 These social and technological changes have impacted previous generations and the 
challenges each has had to overcome. The mission of education is to prepare students to be 
successful. Supporting the digital society and the direction that technological learning is going 
will assist students in adapting to the future (Peres & Mesquita, 2018). Ivanova (2009) explained 
that instructors need to understand that the way they teach their students is changing. Teachers 
have been losing the engagement of their students year after year. How these latest generations 
have acquired knowledge must be appropriate to the world in which they live — understanding 
that the gap between academic staff and students, both technological and social, must be 
overcome (Ivanova, 2009; Zhang et al., 2018). When faculty, staff, and other stakeholders 
understand the influence technology has on Generation Z, there is a better chance for increasing 
retention and overall student success. Reflecting on the values and experiences of yesterday will 
assist in making those vital connections with the students of today.   
Traditional Teaching styles are teacher-oriented. They are often lecture-styled and 
inflexible. Teachers introduce skills via the blackboard or sometimes a basic PowerPoint and 
verbal explanation or lecture (Poláková & Klímová, 2019). One of the many disadvantages of 
this method is that there are numerous students in classrooms today who have learning or 
behavior difficulties. This type of teaching is difficult for these students. Conversely, advanced 
students may become bored and not feel challenged (Logsdon, 2016). In the recent past, a 
considerable shift toward differentiated instruction occurred. Traditional teaching methods do 
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not foster differentiated instruction, nor does it adjust to the various learning styles of our 
students. Furthermore, there is a conflict between new teachers and veteran teachers in the way 
administrators ask them to instruct in the classroom. Veteran teachers have become comfortable 
in their ways, and it is difficult to shift the mindset to accommodate today’s students (Logsdon, 
2016; Mustapha & Kashefian-Naeeini, 2017).  
Generation Z  
Generation Z refers to individuals born after 1990 (Williams, 2019). Advanced 
technological innovations have shaped these students, issues of violence, an unpredictable 
economy, and social justice movements (Turner, 2015). Compared to previous generations, 
Generation Z has unique characteristics that differentiate them from earlier cohorts. For example, 
this generation utilizes an immense amount of digital technologies for social, formal, and 
informal learning (Persada et al., 2019; Williams, 2019). Students from this cohort have never 
experienced life before the internet and have lived in a time when technology has always been 
accessible (Seemiller & Grace, 2017; Turner, 2015). With technological advances such as mobile 
devices, social media, and the internet, Generation Z has become adapted to interacting and 
communicating in a world that is always connected (Turner, 2015). Since these students are used 
to immediate gratification and instant knowledge acquisition, keeping them engaged in learning 
may be a challenge for many instructors (Pousson & Myers, 2018; Williams, 2019).  
Generation Z students have unique learning preferences. They thrive on technology and 
tend to be more self-directed. This cohort of students’ attention spans are an average of 8 
seconds, 4 seconds less than Millennials, and they learn by observation and practice (Seemiller & 
Grace, 2017). These students do not prefer lectures but learn best by solving real-world problems 
(Shatto & Erwin, 2016; Turner, 2015). Since technology is a significant part of everyday life for 
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this generation, teachers must provide a variety of innovative teaching methods across various 
platforms to keep them engaged (Williams, 2019). These multiple platforms include a variety of 
technology tools and programs. While there is abundant research emphasizing the learning styles 
and motivational behaviors of Generation Z students, many of completed studies are on 
Generation Z college students or Generation Z students entering the workforce (Pousson & 
Myers, 2018; Shatto & Erwin, 2016; Seemiller & Grace, 2017). There is little research that 
focuses on Generation Z students at the elementary level, more specifically, the Title I primary 
setting. Furthermore, there are limited studies based on the perceptions of the teachers’ who will 
be using technology to educate this generation and their unique learning needs. 
Current related literature concerning Generation Z and Title 1 students emphasized their 
unique learning and technological needs. The very nature of this generation of students’ lives has 
changed due to easy access to technology, as it has become more inexpensive and mobile 
(Turner, 2015; Wang, et al., 2014). Technological changes have affected the way in which both 
students and teachers collaborate and communicate. Generation Z students live in a technology-
rich environment that shapes how they interact with knowledge and new information and how 
they interact with one another (Lee & Spires, 2009; Turner, 2015). Lee and Spires (2009) 
explained that teachers who want to increase student engagement must bridge the gap between 
students’ technology use outside of the classroom and the integration of technology use inside 
the classroom (Seemiller & Grace, 2017). This may be more of a challenge in Title 1 schools due 
to economic barriers (Cardullo, 2019; Tirrell-Corbin & Cooper, 2014).   
Generation Z Students utilize technology outside of the classroom each day for various 
reasons, from communication and social media to entertainment and gaming. Since this 
generation of students thrives on technology use, they should also be learning how to utilize 
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technology to further their learning and academic growth (Rowan-Kenyon et al., 2018). Teachers 
must consistently give their students ample learning opportunities using technology (Cardullo, 
2019). The NCLB Act of 2001 ensured that all public schools implement technology into the 
classroom to improve students’ academic achievement and to encourage technology integration 
through professional development opportunities for instructors (Davidson et al., 2014; Nepo, 
2017; U.S. Department of Education, 2010). This integration of technology would assist in the 
elimination of the digital divide, which is the gap between students who have ready access to 
computers, technology, and the internet, and those who do not. Dolan (2016) explains that the 
digital divide has narrowed its focus to one definition of access to technology, which is the 
binary understanding of the haves and the have nots. Regarding Title 1 students, technology use 
at home and in school is not equitable when compared to other students (Dolan, 2016).  
Digital Divide 
 In recent years, there has been an inundation of new and emerging technology. This 
technology is not only utilized in the home for communication, social, and economic purposes 
but also in and out of educational settings to acquire knowledge. Information and communication 
technologies (ICT) comprise almost all daily economic and social activities (Cruz-Jesus et al., 
2016). While some traditional students have adequate technology available to them, 
economically disadvantaged students may not. This inequity is known as the digital divide. The 
digital divide is the gap between students who have ready access to technology and those that do 
not (Cruz-Jesus et al., 2016; Dolan, 2016; Eisenman, 2018). This divide may also reflect the gap 
between demographics and areas that have adequate access to modern information and 
communication technology and those that have limited access to these technologies. At one 
point, in the late 20th century, this divide may have reflected who had access to the telephone. 
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However, after the late 1990s, the term began to designate the gap between individuals who 
could readily access the internet and those who could not (Cruz-Jesus et al., 2016). Recent 
literature has found that a more comprehensive definition of the issue of the technological divide 
is needed so that one may identify how individuals use technology or do not use technology, 
instead of merely identifying the “haves” and “have-nots.” (Besser, 2004; Cruz-Jesus et al., 
2016; Dolan, 2016).    
Dolan (2016) examined how technology availability at home and in school was not 
equitable and went on to explore the underlying causes of the unequal use of educational 
technology. Similarly, Cruz-Jesus et al. (2016) investigated the gap between not only individuals 
and households, but also businesses and geographic areas within different socio-economic levels 
and access to ICT. These and other studies have assisted in differentiating the various 
characteristics of the digital divide. For example, there are numerous classifications of the digital 
divide. Attewell (2001) separated it into two distinct echelons. The “first digital divide” pertains 
to access to computers and the internet. The “second digital divide” relates to the inequalities in 
computer and internet use. Van Dijk (2003) maintained that the concept of access could be 
divided into four types: (1) The absence of elementary educational technology due to disinterest 
or anxiety (mental access); (2) Not having computers or network connections available or in their 
possession (material access); (3) Not having the skills to use technology effectively due to 
insufficient training or support (skills access); and (4) Not having opportunities to use 
technology or the unequal distribution of these opportunities (usage access). Together, Attewell 
(2001) and Van Dijk (2003) gave consistent classifications for the digital divide. Both “mental” 
and “material” access relates to the first digital divide in that “mental” access directly correlates 
with “material” or physical access. “Skills” and “usage” access may refer to the second digital 
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divide because “skills” substantially corresponds to the influence on “usage.” Most research on 
the digital divide focuses on the “first digital divide.” Consequently, the current study is seeking 
to examine the self-efficacy and perceived support through professional development and 
training initiatives of teachers and the implications both have on technology integration in the 
classroom.  
Other studies have demonstrated that students who have ready access to technology will 
have a better chance at academic success, and those who do not have access tend to be the 
students who lag academically (Dolan, 2016; Eisenman, 2018). Recent studies found that the 
digital divide is still very must a reality for many students today. In most cases, students who 
lack access are often minorities or live in poverty (Attewell, 2001; Eisenman, 2018). A survey 
conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) on the use of computers by 
students from PK to 12th grade identified a significant digital divide existing based on the 
socioeconomic status of the students as well as their ethnicity (DeBell & Chapman, 2006). White 
students utilized technology more than Black and Hispanic students. Higher-income families, as 
well as the educational level of the parents, also correlated to computer use in the home (DeBell 
& Chapman, 2006; Eisenman, 2018). Both socioeconomic status and the student’s race can 
factor into the inequality of academic success for students. Borman and Overman (2004) referred 
to students who fall into both categories as “double jeopardy” or “twice disadvantaged.” 
Children from low-income families go to schools with fewer educational opportunities (van der 
Klaauw, 2005). Eisenman (2018) found that students from low-income and minority families 
tend to be (a) poor and (b) lack the technology necessary to bridge the educational achievement 
gap. Proponents for bridging this digital divide are those who believe that it would improve 
literacy in students. Many also feel that it would increase social mobility for all while assisting in 
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economic equality and growth (Cruz-Jesus et al., 2016). The current study will focus on Title I 
schools, addressing the possible technology gap in students from low socioeconomic households.  
Legislation 
The United States Department of Education has passed numerous acts over the past few 
decades meant to advance student academic achievement through technology in elementary and 
secondary schools. The goal has been to support every student in crossing the digital divide and 
ensuring technological literacy for all students by the time they reach ninth grade, regardless of 
race, economic backgrounds, geographic area, or infirmity (U.S. Department of Education, 
2010). 
Title I Schools  
The United States government established the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
in 1965 (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). This act gave provisions for every student to 
receive a quality education, no matter their socio-economic background. The goal of this 
legislation was to balance the scales so that every student could have equal access to effective 
and high-quality education, regardless of their economic background (Adams, 2014). 
Title I schools are schools that enroll at least 40% of their students from low-income 
families (Adams, 2014; James, 2014; U.S. Department of Education, 2015). The basic principle 
of Title I is that schools with a high concentration of low-income students will receive 
supplementary funding to assist in meeting the students’ educational needs. This funding 
improves curriculum, instructional activities, counseling, parent involvement, and increase staff 
and program improvement. To continue to receive funding, the schools must make adequate 
yearly progress (AYP) on state testing and continue to have an emphasis on best teaching 
practices (Cardullo, 2019; U.S. Department of Education, 2015).   
53 
 
 
 
There is a recognized academic achievement gap between traditional middle- and upper-
class students and students from economically disadvantaged homes. Extensive research has 
conclusively established that a student’s social class is one of the most significant predictors of 
their academic success (Adams, 2014; Butler & Votteler, 2016; Garcia & Weiss, 2017). These 
performance gaps based on social class begin early in children’s lives, and these students often 
fail to make up lost ground (Adams, 2014; Garcia & Weiss, 2017).   
Having Title I designation allows schools access to federal dollars to assist in bridging 
the achievement gap (Adams, 2014; Butler & Votteler, 2016; James, 2014). Schools can work 
toward closing this gap in numerous ways. The integration of technology to facilitate learning in 
the classroom is one such strategy. One study concluded that integrating technology during a 
reading program in a Title I third-grade classroom had a positive effect on increasing the 
students’ reading and fluency scores (James, 2014). This study is only one example of the 
importance of utilizing technology in the Title I classroom. James’ (2014) study went on to add 
that technological integration increases differentiated and individualized instruction, which helps 
meet the specific learning needs of Title I students. An investigation conducted by Suppes et al. 
(2013) established that students were more engaged and persistent as they worked on activities 
that were driven by technology, especially in math. These studies identified the individualization 
of instruction through technology to increase student achievement for both reading and math in 
the Title I classroom.  
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act  
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was a part of Lyndon B. 
Johnson’s Great Society Program (Duff & Wohlstetter, 2019). The ESEA was passed in 1965 to 
offer a clear role for the government, creating more than 1 billion dollars per year in assistance to 
54 
 
 
 
Title I. The goal was to help cover the cost of educating the economically disadvantaged. The 
ESEA was a salient principle agent problem (Duff & Wohlstetter, 2019; Manna, 2006). The 
ESEA authorized state-run programs for vulnerable students, offering grants to districts that 
serve low-income families. In the years following the ESEA, the government increased the 
number of resources designated to education; however, education was still a local issue. 
Nationally, the law was falling short of fulfilling the ESEA’s original goal of full educational 
opportunities for vulnerable students (Manna, 2006). Thus, the No Child Left Behind Act was 
signed to reauthorize the ESEA in 2002. 
No Child Left Behind Act 
In 2002, there was a significant shift in educational policy. The United States government 
signed the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) into action. NCLB created national standards and 
assessments that public schools would be required to follow to receive money from the 
government (Contino, 2012; Nepo, 2017; U.S. Department of Education, 2010). One component 
of the NCLB act is the requirement of technology implementation in the classroom (Davidson et 
al., 2014). The issue of accessibility to technology is one of the more critical components of 
NCLB. Access is crucial for students, and NCLB stresses the importance of providing 
technology literacy for all students, including economically disadvantaged students, students 
with disabilities, racial and ethical minorities, migrant populations, and English Language 
Learners (Wright, 2005). For teachers to provide this technological literacy to their students, they 
must master four targeted areas; Teaching and Learning, Educator Preparation and Development, 
Administrative and Support Services, and Infrastructure for Technology (Darling-Hammond, 
2009; Davidson et al., 2014). Effective technology integration may enhance student learning in 
all areas of the curriculum.  Teachers should engage students in their learning with technology, 
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which is a specific goal for NCLB (Hew & Brush, 2007). The legislature requires teachers to 
enhance education through technology to improve students’ academic achievement in both 
elementary and secondary schools. It seeks to assist every student in crossing the digital divide, 
ensuring all students are technologically literate before they finish middle school, no matter the 
socio-economic background, gender, race, geographic location, or disability (Hew & Brush, 
2007). Finally, the NCLB act encourages the integration of technology resources and systems 
with teacher training and development of curriculum that may be implemented by the state as 
best practices (Hew & Brush, 2007; Learning Point Associates, 2007).  
Every Student Succeeds Act 
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was enacted on December 10th, 2015, and is the 
latest reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). It is, in many 
ways, a reversal from its predecessor, the No Child Left Behind Act (Butler & Votteler, 2016). 
Under the ESSA, states now have substantial leeway in a variety of areas. The United States 
Department of Education still holds states accountable; however, they have become more 
flexible. Nepo (2017) identified one change in ESSA that the previous law, NCLB, did not have. 
The new education act gives states the ability to modify academic standards for students with 
learning disabilities. The ESSA also permits students to decide how they wish to conduct 
standardized tests to prove AYP (Nepo, 2017). In the state of Florida, students must take the 
Florida Standards Assessment (FSA), which is a suite of reading, writing, math, and science tests 
used to measure student performance (Florida Department of Education, 2018). The assessment 
correlates with Florida’s Common Core-based standards, which elucidate what students should 
have mastered by the end of each academic year. In this study, I seek to add to the existing 
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literature on the importance of technology integration in the classroom, its connection to student 
achievement, and the impact on AYP.  
Benefits and Barriers with Technology Integration  
 Current studies confirm both benefits and barriers to effective technology integration in 
the secondary level classroom (Ruggiero & Mong, 2015; Wang et al., 2014; Yenmez, 2017). 
Technology integration benefits students at all academic grade levels. Thus, it is essential to 
identify how technology can enrich curriculum and knowledge acquisition, but also recognize 
the challenges that teachers face during this technology integration transition. While much of this 
research is at the middle school, high school, and college level, there is little research on the 
successful technology integration in Title I elementary schools (Urban & Falvo, 2016). This 
study seeks to add to the current body of literature by bridging the gap concerning teachers’ 
perspectives of educational technology integration at the elementary level in Title I schools.   
Benefits of Technology Integration 
The purpose of 21st-Century learning is to understand both educators’ and students’ 
learning experiences so that they may find suitable technology that will assist them in meeting 
specific academic goals for the learning environment (Varier et al., 2017). Most educators 
believe that technology is beneficial to both teachers and students in that it effectively enhances 
students’ learning (Doering et al., 2014; Urban & Falvo, 2016).  
 Technology integration gives teachers the ability to reach all students at their academic 
level and allows for differentiation (Doering et al., 2014; Jacobs, 2015). For example, when 
teachers are working with students individually or in small groups, struggling students can use 
technology to work on content at their specific learning level independently (Jacobs, 2015). 
Teachers may also use technology by incorporating the flipped classroom. A flipped classroom 
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(also known as inverted or reversed classrooms) is becoming popular as a strategy to 
differentiate instruction using technology at home (Amstelveen, 2019; Jacobs, 2015). The flipped 
classroom allows the struggling learner to gain access to concepts before class to allow more 
time to read, review, and understand the material to be better prepared to participate in the 
learning that will occur in the classroom. Advanced students may have opportunities to go 
deeper into the concept to enrich the lesson (Amstelveen, 2019). Jacobs (2015) clarified that 
advanced students might benefit from enhanced learning with technology that may challenge 
them. All students are getting what they need at their academic level, which will diminish 
boredom or feelings of inadequacy. One result that is consistent when it comes to the flipped 
classroom is increased student attendance. Another positive outcome from the flipped class 
learning style is more student engagement. Many students are more satisfied with the flipped 
style of learning compared to traditional teaching methods (Doering et al., 2014).  
 Technology provides students access to academic content outside of the classroom 
(Kong, 2017). If students are unable to attend classes, they may still participate in activities or 
submit assignments. Moreover, students who are unable to attend school due to illness, location, 
or behavior issues may participate in virtual school. Virtual schools are online schools where 
students learn primarily through the internet (Fernandez et al., 2016). Generation Z students have 
instant access to knowledge and information outside of the classroom. These students utilizing 
their mobile devices to immediately attain needed information for academic and non-academic 
purposes (Pousson & Myers, 2018; Turner, 2015). While access to technology in the classroom 
can give students opportunities to learn, when students have access to technology outside of the 
classroom, they are provided with more ways to engage with content that facilitates learning. 
Learning outside of the classroom allows students to respond positively to tasks and 
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responsibilities while engaging in learning in a relevant way (Pousson & Myers, 2018). 
Technology can enhance students’ learning experience wherever they may be.   
 The use of technology is a great way to keep Generation Z students engaged in their 
learning (Seemiller & Grace, 2017). This generation of students utilizes technology for shopping, 
communicating, socializing, streaming music and movies, watching videos, and gaming. Much 
of their day consists of using technology in some way, shape, or form (Turner, 2015). This 
generation of students cannot merely sit and listen to a lecture (Shatto & Erwin, 2016). The 
application of technology in learning is growing at an accelerated pace. Keeping Generation Z 
students engaged is a challenge. Using digital technology to instruct, connect students, and 
enable an engaging learning environment is critical (Henrie et al., 2015). Campbell, Detres, and 
Lucio (2019) conducted a study that demonstrated how technological tools promoted student 
engagement at the college level and online. Since these students utilize technology throughout 
the day for various purposes, they learn best in the classroom with the assistance of technology, 
as well. Studies affirm that technology is a necessary component in today’s secondary 
classrooms; however, there are limited studies that identify technology as a tool for academic 
engagement at the elementary level or in Title I schools. 
Barriers to Technology Integration 
Todays’ schools are working to increase technology integration at all academic levels 
(Tatnall, 2015; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). There are numerous barriers that teachers must 
overcome to make this integration successful. These barriers include teachers’ beliefs, lack of 
time, lack of devices, and lack of professional development and support (Cho, 2017; Crompton 
et al., 2016, Topper & Lancaster, 2013). This review of the literature focuses on the barriers that 
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teachers encounter when attempting to integrate educational technology into the classroom 
successfully. 
 Teachers’ beliefs about technology refer to the extent to which they consider specific 
technology useful in attaining instructional goals that are critical for student success (Ottenbreit-
Leftwich et al., 2010; Vongkulluksn et al., 2018; Yu, 2013). When teachers view specific 
technology tools as beneficial to their instructional goals, they are more likely to consider 
utilizing them in the classroom. Since most teachers have limited time to work outside of their 
class, there is little time to be trained on or adequately prepare to use new technology. These 
conclusions about technology may hinder the teachers’ decisions to utilize this technology in the 
classroom (Vongkulluksn et al., 2018). If teachers view the technology as difficult to use or not 
beneficial to the students’ learning process, they are less likely to adopt this technology into their 
curriculum (Mitchell et al., 2016). Teachers have little control over the types of technology the 
school provides for the curriculum and may not agree with the kinds of technology that the 
administrators may purchase for their schools (Davis et al., 2013; Ruggiero & Mong, 2015). 
Many school or district technology programs are mandated, some with little to no training. When 
educators feel as though they have no voice in the technology decisions for their students, they 
may be reluctant to comply with administrators’ requests to integrate these technologies into the 
curriculum (Dorfman, 2016). Teachers’ views about a particular technological tool or program 
originate in their sense of self-efficacy. How a teacher feels about specific technological tools 
may be formed through their experiences with that technology, both positive and negative. These 
beliefs may not be in line with what is proven to be considered best practices (Lumpe & 
Chambers, 2001). Since teachers consider themselves to be the experts on what their classroom 
needs, they feel as though they know their students’ needs better than any other school 
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stakeholder. When teachers feel as though they have a voice in choosing specific technology to 
use for learning in the classroom, they may be more passionate about the integration process. 
Having a supportive administration who values technology integration, coupled with practical 
technology training, can positively influence a teacher’s self-efficacy and overall attitude about 
utilizing technology during the teaching and learning process. My study added to this literature 
in that I identified how teachers’ attitudes toward specific technology, as well as their self-
efficacy, contribute to the perceptions of successful integration in the Title I elementary 
classroom.  
Learning how to use technology, and then teaching students how to use technology for 
the purpose of knowledge acquisition effectively takes a great deal of time (Urban & Falvo, 
2016). Teachers describe not having enough time, training, and support in learning about or 
using new technology that would benefit their students’ learning (Doering et al., 2014; Urban & 
Falvo, 2016). Additionally, teachers fear that the technology may not work when it is needed, or 
that costly technology could break (Mitchell et al., 2016). All of which may take valuable time 
away from instruction. Although Title I schools get funding for new technology tools for the 
school, if teachers do not have the time to be trained or the support from administration, they 
may be hesitant to use this technology during instructional time.  
Time is also needed for teachers to implement new ideas and strategies that will go with 
technology integration. Teachers need more time to learn about the technology and the most 
effective ways to utilize it during instruction (Heath, 2017; Topper & Lancaster, 2013). Current 
studies have confirmed that teachers worry that without adequate support and having only 
limited time to successfully learn about the technology they wish to integrate into the curriculum, 
their attempts at integration will be pointless (Cho, 2017; Crompton et al., 2016; Topper & 
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Lancaster, 2013). Some teachers establish high anxiety with technology use and the 
complications that may occur if the technology does not work during a lesson and disrupts the 
flow of instruction.  
Cho (2017) found that teachers may have the technology available, but do not understand 
how to use it in the classroom effectively. Many schools may train teachers at the beginning of 
the year; however, it takes time to practice and develop the skills needed to understand how to 
use it in their instruction successfully. Teachers may feel as though they have too many tasks to 
complete on any given day, and the added stress and anxiety that the incorporation of technology 
may bring can cause teachers to lose their desire to integrate technology into the curriculum. 
While teachers may understand that technology is critical in the learning process for today’s 
students, they lack time to learn how to use it efficiently (Cho, 2017).  
Some schools do not have the equipment needed for all students to have adequate 
technological access. There may be only one computer lab or only enough iPads or laptops for a 
few classes or grade levels to share. While it may be the goal for many schools to incorporate 1:1 
technology, this is not possible for all schools (Crompton et al., 2016). Teachers must then 
schedule a time for computer and technology use. Cho (2017) examined how teachers had 
difficulty finding the time to schedule technology into their day, so they would instead choose 
not to utilize the technology at all. Schools who are fortunate enough to have 1:1 technology 
usually have teachers more willing to use this technology for learning in the classroom. Many 
middle and high schools have invested in 1:1 or Bring Your Own Devices (BYOD) initiatives 
(Crompton et al., 2016; Topper & Lancaster, 2013). More widespread access to computers in 
schools allows teachers and students to go from only supplemental use to a more integral part of 
learning (Lin & Wu, 2010). Mobile devices are becoming more affordable and accessible; 
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therefore, many schools now see them as a feasible option for equipping their students with this 
learning resource that may assist them in meeting the demands of 21st learning (Cristol & 
Gimbert, 2013; Falloon, 2015). The main reason that the 1:1 initiative is successful is due to 
educators having unlimited access to technology (Cho, 2017). In this study, my explorations may 
fill the gap in the literature on how elementary schools address the issue of a deficiency in 
technology equipment through the perceptions of Title I teachers.  
Teachers’ familiarity with technology connects to the successful integration in the 
classroom (Lehiste, 2015; Skidmore et al., 2014). In the same way that teachers give their 
students time to learn new concepts, teachers need time to learn new technologies that will 
facilitate learning in their classrooms. Some educators may fear new technology and seek 
significant changes when it comes to professional development and inadequate training (Lehiste, 
2015; Mirzajani et al., 2016; Ruggiero & Mong, 2015). The lack of professional development 
opportunities may limit technology training, the daily demands of the job, and district or school 
budget cuts (Winslow et al., 2014). Without support from administration and adequate training 
opportunities, teachers may not have the chance to take full advantage of the potential of 
valuable technology. Bozkurt et al. (2014) established a link between supportive administration 
and training with an increase of teacher motivation and self-efficacy in technology use in the 
classroom. When administrators offer teachers ample opportunities to learn how to effectively 
use educational technology and give continued technological support throughout the year, 
teachers are more apt to be successful in the continuous integration of educational technology. 
While some studies (Bozkurt et al., 2014) maintained that training does increase the chances of 
teachers using technology, they did not explore teachers’ motivations for using it in the Title I 
classroom.  
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Summary 
This chapter focused on the theoretical framework of Albert Bandura’s (1986) social 
cogitative theory and, more specifically, the component of self-efficacy. The second and more 
modern theory that underpinned this research is the Technological Pedagogical Content 
Knowledge framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). The literature also emphasized the 
generational shifts emanating from each generational cohort. It contrasted the unique learning 
needs of Generation Z students, as well as the importance of teachers understanding the role that 
technology plays in their daily lives. Understanding the role of technology in the students’ lives 
and the importance that Generation Z places on mobile devices will help teachers identify ways 
in which to connect technology outside of the classroom to technology use inside the classroom 
to facilitate learning. 
 In this review of the literature, I developed a more in-depth analysis of the digital divide. 
What once was considered the “haves” and the “have nots” of technology, the digital divide is 
now known as four levels of limitations that minority or poor students face which causes a gap in 
academic achievement and educational opportunities (Besser, 2004; Cruz-Jesus et al., 2016; 
Dolan, 2016).  Furthermore, the literature highlighted legislation involving Title I, including the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the No Child Left Behind Act, and the Every Student 
Succeeds Act. This information gives significance to the expansion of technology integration in 
K-12 schools across the country. This research was critical due to legislation requiring schools to 
implement technology in all classrooms, including Title I schools.  
 The final section of this literature review focused on the benefits and barriers of 
technology integration in the classroom. What is unknown and needs further investigation, is 
how Title I teachers at the elementary school level utilize technology in their classrooms to 
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promote learning. I delved deeper into how elementary teachers’ self-efficacy can influence 
perceived success in the integration of educational technology. Moreover, there is little research 
that focuses on how Title I students at the elementary level can learn to utilize technology in the 
learning process. I sought to identify ways in which Title I teachers employ strategies to 
adequately prepare students to use technology for learning and 21st-century skills.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS 
Overview 
The purpose of this qualitative transcendental phenomenological study was to describe 
the experiences of teachers’ educational technology use in Title 1 elementary schools in Central 
Florida. Since there was little to no exploration of the topic with this subset of educators, it was 
essential to recognize the ways that Title 1 teachers learn how to utilize technology and, 
subsequently, teach their students the technical skills needed to bridge the second digital divide. 
Chapter Three frames this qualitative study from a phenomenological approach. The chapter 
begins with a description of the research design and its relevance to the study. The setting for the 
research and details of the criteria for the participants will be disclosed. Finally, discussion of the 
research questions for the investigation, the research measures, and all data collection procedures 
will be addressed. For this study, data collection consisted of in-depth, one-on-one interviews, 
focus groups, and journal prompts. Chapter three gives details into how the data was analyzed 
based on Moustakas’s (1994) steps for analysis of a transcendental phenomenological research 
investigation. The final sections of this chapter discuss ethical considerations, validity, and 
trustworthiness of the research. 
Design 
In this investigation, I examined Title I teachers’ perceptions of educational technology 
integration in the elementary classroom through a transcendental phenomenological approach to 
qualitative research. Patton (2015) illustrates that qualitative research is personal and “inquires 
into, documents, and interprets meaning-making processes.” This study was qualitative in nature 
because it sought to provide a deeper understanding of how Title I teachers use technology in 
their elementary classrooms to increase the technological skills needed to be successful in the 
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21st century. Qualitative research allowed me the opportunity to gain a more profound 
knowledge of the perceptions that teachers’ have on the value of technology for academic and 
educational use. Where quantitative research seeks to quantify a problem with numerical data, 
statistics, and variables, qualitative studies seek to find meaning with open-ended questions that 
gather a deeper understanding of a phenomenon. Qualitative inquiry examines how individuals 
identify meaning from their lived experiences. Since the goal was to obtain profound, rich, and 
abundant data on the experiences of Title I teachers’ technology integration in the elementary 
classroom, a qualitative investigation was most fitting in this study (Patton, 2015). Yin (2009) 
explains qualitative research as collecting data from a variety of resources, then evaluating and 
analyzing the data to produces and present the findings. The qualitative inquiry aligned with the 
purpose, problem, and research questions in this study.  
Moreover, phenomenology is a reflective process that focuses on the understandings and 
perceptions of individuals, reflecting on the lived experiences of the participants in the hopes of a 
better understanding of more complex interactions (Van Manen, 1990). Creswell (2018) explains 
that phenomenological studies define the meaning for several participants of their lived 
experiences of a concept or a phenomenon. Transcendental phenomenological studies create 
textual and structural descriptions of the phenomenon and then assimilates them into a composite 
description of meaning, or the essence of the experience of the whole group (Moustakas, 1994). 
The goal was to understand what the teachers experienced and how they experienced it. Thus, 
my study sought to afford a deeper understanding of the lived experiences of Title I teachers as 
they learned about and integrated technology into their elementary classrooms. 
This investigation utilized a transcendental phenomenological approach. Husserl was the 
primary originator of transcendental phenomenology, a philosophical approach to qualitative 
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research that seeks to understand the human experience (Moustakas, 1994). Husserl’s 
groundbreaking work inspired many researchers in the development of various movements. 
Husserl described transcendental phenomenology as a unique method of eidetic reduction. Later, 
Husserl promotes a “returning to the self to discover the nature and meaning of things as they 
appear and, in their essence” (Moustakas, 1994, p. 26). With hermeneutic phenomenology, the 
researcher seeks to focus on the subjective experiences of the participants, attempting to reveal 
these experiences through interpretation (Creswell, 2018). However, transcendental 
phenomenology aims to understand human experience by descriptive means. The difference 
between both approaches to phenomenology lies in the foundationalist vs. non-foundationalist 
view. Transcendental phenomenology seeks to identify data and a valid interpretation of texts 
independent of the influences of the interpreter. Hermeneutic phenomenology focuses on making 
meaning from interpretive interactions between the participant and the researcher (Allen, 1995). 
The nature of transcendental phenomenology is to separate the experiences of the researcher 
from the research and to use descriptive means to find meaning. Thus, transcendental 
phenomenology was most appropriate for my study in that I sought to describe the experiences 
of Title I elementary teachers’ use of educational technology in the elementary classroom.  
Research Questions 
To better understand the experiences of Title I teachers’ use of educational technology in 
the elementary classroom, the following research questions guided this investigation: 
Central Question:  
How do Title I elementary teachers describe their experiences utilizing educational technology in 
the elementary classroom? 
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Sub-Question 1:  
How do Title I elementary teachers describe their technological awareness and their ability to 
integrate current educational technology into their elementary classrooms? 
Sub-Question 2:  
How do Title I elementary teachers describe their experiences with professional development 
and training initiatives designed for educational technology integration in the elementary 
classroom? 
Sub-Question 3:  
How do Title I elementary teachers describe the strategies they use to assist students in learning 
to utilize educational technology to enhance knowledge acquisition effectively? 
Setting 
The participants for the study were from various Title I elementary schools located across 
Central Florida. I chose the location for the study due to being familiar with the area and because 
of economic multiplicity, diversity, and technology initiatives. The setting included schools 
located in both rural and urban areas. These Central Florida Title I schools were diverse in not 
only their location, but some schools also had a high population of migrant students while other 
schools were predominantly white. It was my goal to utilize a diverse collection of schools 
across Central Florida as the setting for this study. 
Participants  
I drew the participants for this study from Title I schools across Central Florida. I utilized 
convenience, maximum variation, and purposeful sampling to acquire participants for this 
investigation. Patton (2015) states that purposeful sampling uses a strategic selection of 
information-rich cases to study and offers a more comprehensive investigation. Utilizing a 
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demographic survey, I was able to identify eligible teachers who actively use educational 
technology in their classrooms. It was my goal to use maximum variation sampling to gather a 
diverse sampling of participants. Maximum variation sampling is necessary when a researcher 
wishes to ensure a wide variety of individuals to understand how different groups of people view 
a specific topic (Patton, 2015). I looked for participants who were both men and women, who 
were veteran teachers and those new to the profession, and those who utilized an assortment of 
teaching styles (Appendix G). Using a diverse and heterogeneous population of participants 
added to the validity of this investigation. Maximum variation sampling assisted me in gathering 
participants who were successful in utilizing educational technology for knowledge acquisition. 
This sampling helped me to attain rich and thick data that allowed a better understanding of Title 
I teachers’ use of educational technology in the elementary classroom. Finally, I used 
convenience sampling because of the prompt, uncomplicated, and economic advantages of 
identifying readily approachable and familiar participants (Patton, 2015).  
 The criteria for participants in this investigation included individuals who were 
elementary teachers and were teaching in a Title I school in Central Florida. These teachers had 
at least three years of teaching experience and were familiar with current educational technology 
trends used for student learning. An online survey was given to potential participants to confirm 
that they met the required criteria (Appendix B). The survey questions identified demographic 
information and asked about items such as age, gender, ethnicity, years of teaching experience, 
grade levels taught, and comfort level or experience using technology. This survey allowed for 
confidentiality. Given the nature of qualitative research, researchers must mask participant 
names as soon as possible to protect the participants and avoid the inclusion of identifiable 
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information in the analysis files (Creswell & Poth, 2017). Creswell (2018) suggests 5-25 
participants; thus, the sample size for this study was 15 participants from across Central Florida. 
Procedures 
 Before any data could be collected, I first had to obtain IRB approval through Liberty 
University. I sent out a letter of introduction explaining the study to teachers in Title I schools. I 
included the purpose of the research and the benefits behind it. Once I gathered consent from the 
potential candidates who wanted to participate in the investigation, I requested that they 
complete the survey to determine eligibility and provide information for maximum variation 
sampling. From there, I began to make appointments for one-on-one interviews. These 
interviews helped me to gather the information that assisted in understanding the experiences 
that the teachers had in learning how to use new educational technology in the elementary 
classroom to increase student academic achievement. I interviewed these individuals in a 
convenient and comfortable place. With permission from the participant, I used a video and 
audio recording device to ensure a high-quality transcript. The interview was first transcribed by 
hand-transcription so that I could review and become more familiar with the information given 
by the participants. Additionally, hand transcriptions allowed me to ask for clarity on any points 
that were vague or ambiguous. The preparation and analysis of qualitative data are not only 
rigorous but also incredibly time-consuming (Pope et al., 2000).   
 After completing the personal interviews, I conducted two focus groups consisting of 5-8 
teachers so that I could gather group-level data. I held each focus group to allow the participants 
to discuss several diverse perspectives and ensure the collection of high-quality data while 
revealing themes that may seem taboo (Patton, 2015). The focus groups were both audio and 
video recorded so that I could document all verbal and non-verbal cues. Focus group interviews 
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with six to eight interviewees are an effective way to collect qualitative data (Creswell, 2018). 
The focus group discussion included technology integration in the classroom, self-efficacy, and 
comfort of technology use, training or professional development opportunities, and the barriers 
that they may encounter when integrating the technology.  
 Finally, participants were asked to respond to journal prompts to allow for reflection of 
their individual self-efficacy and to record experiences with technology integration. These 
responses were coded and added to the data to be analyzed. Creswell (2018) explains that 
documents, such as journals or video recordings, serve as part of the data collection process. 
Researchers may face ethical challenges, such as consent, coercion, or confidentiality. It may 
also be a challenge if materials are difficult to read and decipher (Creswell, 2018). To offset 
these possible challenges, I asked teachers to share experiences via three journal prompts, typed 
and returned via email within two weeks. This time constraint allowed me to clarify any unclear 
or ambiguous information before I began coding and analyzing the data.  
Throughout the process of data collection, I kept a reflective journal and recorded my 
own beliefs, attitudes, and thoughts. This journal ensured that I continued to bracket my opinions 
away from the participants’ perspectives so that I could maintain focus on the research 
(Moustakas, 1994). Furthermore, participants had pseudonyms, and all data collected was stored 
in a well-secured location. Electronic files were password protected. Finally, participants had 
access to the data that they provided so that they could examine the descriptions of the researcher 
to ensure accuracy.  
Transcendental phenomenology includes the triangulation of numerous data collection 
methods. Creswell (2018) explains that triangulation is a process requiring various methods of 
data gathering. From this data, themes began to emerge. I compiled these themes to assist in 
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making meaning. To ensure that I continued the transcendental approach in this study, I kept a 
journal of my thoughts and opinion to bracket my experiences (Moustakas, 1994).  
The Researcher's Role 
Creswell (2018) states that in qualitative research, the researcher is the “human 
instrument.” I was previously a Title I teacher and currently work with educational technology, 
so I knew I needed to bracket my own experiences with teaching and technology away from 
those of my participants. Moustakas (1994) refers to this as epoché, where the researcher sets 
aside all biases, prejudgments, or preconceived notions. Though the epoché, I put aside my 
understandings, and instead concentrated on the lived experiences of my participants. I continued 
to address my biases through the epoché before, during, and after each stage of the research. A 
qualitative researcher owns and reflects their voice and perspective (Patton, 2015). For this 
study, I continuously recognized my perceptions and views and kept a reflective journal to 
record these perspectives throughout the entirety of this investigation.  
As the primary instrument for collecting and analyzing the data, I fostered trusting 
relationships with each participant in the study by getting to know them on a deeper level 
through phone conversations or in-person meetings before I begin collecting data. Patton (2015) 
explains that qualitative data from and about humans represent perspectives and not the truth. 
Thus, I remained accurate and trustworthy in this data. It is unfair to judge the responses of the 
participants; it is my responsibility to report the meaning of their responses. My research was 
based solely on the views and descriptions of my participants. Additionally, I had no affiliation 
with the schools utilized in this investigation. This unfamiliarity with each school will safeguard 
against any bias in the data. 
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Qualitative research is about interpretation in two ways; first, how the participants 
interpret the research, and second, how the researcher describes what the participants are saying 
(Creswell, 2018). These interpretations and descriptions are valid due to the researcher setting 
aside all preconceptions and beliefs. I conducted an audit trail that entailed consistent reflexivity, 
researcher journaling, and reflection. Furthermore, to address these biases, I ensured that I 
utilized member checking to gather accurate and authentic data from my participants. 
Data Collection 
This investigation used a transcendental phenomenological approach to describe the 
perceptions of Title I teachers’ use of educational technology in the elementary classroom 
because of the multiple techniques that I used to collect data. I first collected data from an online 
survey to gather background information and ensure the participant met the criteria. Next, I 
conducted one-on-one in-depth personal interviews, followed by focus groups. Finally, I asked 
the participants to complete journal prompts. It was my goal to understand the phenomenon of 
educational technology use in the Title I elementary classroom for academic achievement and 
the development of technological skills. The triangulation of data verified the perceptions and 
experiences of the participants. 
Interviews 
Applying an effective analysis of the data that was grounded in the participants' 
narratives assisted in maintaining the dependability of the study (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). I 
conducted one-on-one personal interviews in a private setting where open-ended questions 
guided the discussion; however, I was flexible and sometimes probed and prompted to dig 
deeper and extend understanding (Moustakas, 1994). The interviews were conducted in a 
comfortable environment. I transcribed and hand-coded these interviews to identify emerging 
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themes. The data was member-checked for reliability and validity. Table 3.1 identifies the 
interview questions used in this study to obtain a rich and thick understanding of the Teachers’ 
experiences.                                                     
Table 3.1                     
Interview Questions 
Interview Questions  Research Questions 
1. What do you find most rewarding about being a teacher? 
 
2. Describe how you utilize educational technology in the classroom 
for academic purposes. 
 
 
 
CQ 
3.  How many hours per day do you engage in technology use? 
4.  What types of educational technology tools do you utilize most 
often? 
 
5.  Which educational technology tools do you utilize that you 
perceive are most beneficial? Why?  
 
6.  Which educational technology tools do you feel are the least 
beneficial? Why?  
 
7.  Elaborate on how comfortable or uncomfortable you feel using 
educational technology in your classroom daily?  
 
8.  Describe your attitude toward educational technology as an 
instructional tool for students in your classroom?  
 
9.  How often do you research or experiment with new technology for 
future use in your classroom?  
 
10.  How do you feel when you are tasked with utilizing new 
technology with your students?  
 
11.  Describe how technologically savvy you perceive yourself to be?  
 
12.  How does your administration prepare you for technology use in 
the classroom for instruction?  
 
CQ 
 
CQ 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ2 
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13.  Describe the ways that you have participated in training that 
targets the use of educational technology?  
 
14.  What are your perceptions of the training, or lack of training, that 
you have received that will assist you in effectively using educational 
technology in your classroom?  
 
15.  How often are you given opportunities for training initiatives for 
technology integration in your classroom? Describe these trainings.  
 
16.  Describe the opportunities you have outside of the classroom that 
allow you to explore and learn about educational technology.  
 
17.  What opportunities do you offer students to use technology 
outside of the classroom for the purpose of learning?   
 
18.  How does educational technology use impact student learning in 
your classroom?  
 
19.  How do you train your students to use technology in the 
classroom?  
 
20.  Why is it important for your Title I students to have access to 
technology in your classroom?  
 
21.  What strategies do you use to ensure that your Title I students are 
trained in effective technology use that will allow them to be prepared 
for 21st-century learning?  
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
These interview questions focused on the experiences of the teachers, which is indicative 
of phenomenological interviews (Patton, 2015). Questions one through five sought to identify 
how the teacher utilized technology in the classroom, how much the teacher used technology, 
and which tools were most beneficial or least beneficial. These first questions established how 
much the teacher interacted with educational technology.   
The next set of questions, six through ten, were looking to identify the teacher’s attitude 
about their technological awareness and self-efficacy. I wanted to understand how their attitude 
and enthusiasm for learning new technology influenced how they incorporated this new 
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technology into the classroom to assist the students’ learning process. Self-efficacy is grounded 
in social cognitive theory. Thus, I needed to understand the teachers ‘thoughts about their 
abilities with technology. Personal, environmental, and behavior factors can affect self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 2001; Martin, 2004). Therefore, I sought to identify these factors and connect them to 
the teachers' attitudes about technology integration. 
Teachers at the elementary level must have adequate training to effectively implement 
educational technology into their curriculum (Blau & Shamir-Inbal, 2016; McQuirter & 
Meeussen, 2017). Questions eleven through fifteen focused on answering sub-question 1, which 
asked the teachers to examine and describe training and professional development opportunities 
that they have experienced at their school. Pittman and Gaines (2015) specified the principal 
barriers to technology integration were access to technology hardware and teacher training. 
Teachers that do not receive sufficient training on new technologies and do not have the support 
necessary may not feel inept enough to deal with these barriers. This lack of training can also 
relate to teacher self-efficacy. If teachers do not feel adequately trained or feel as though they do 
not have support when technology issues arise, they may not feel as though they have the 
training to handle these conditions when they occur. It is possible that this could hinder their 
desire to incorporate the use of technology in their instruction. 
Finally, questions sixteen through twenty offered teachers the opportunity to elaborate on 
how they train Title I students on the use of technology for learning. I sought to understand 
teachers’ views on the importance of technology training for Title I students. Successful 
integration begins with teachers having the fervor and know-how to teach students how to 
effectively use this technology for learning (Kayalar, 2016). Since many Title I students do not 
have easy access to technology outside of the classroom and are behind in academic growth due 
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to economic disadvantages, teachers should prepare them for college and career within their 
classrooms. Kermani and Aldermir (2015) examined the importance of early digital technology 
use and how it increases student engagement and educational and career preparation. The final 
questions in the one-on-one interview allowed teachers to describe how they trained their 
students in technological skills to prepare for 21st learning and professions. 
Focus Groups 
Once the interviews were complete, I conducted focus groups. Each group consisted of 
six to eight individuals. I collected group-level data from the focus groups. I recorded all 
interactions and discussions with both an audio and video recording device so that I could 
document verbal and non-verbal communications. Focus groups can give a social context that 
allows individuals to not only respond to the initial question but reflect and add to the responses 
of others (Patton, 2015). Focus groups permitted the participants to discuss their shared 
experiences integrating technology into their classrooms. I transcribed these conversations by 
hand. The transcriptions were member checked so that participants could check for validation or 
clarification. This data was locked in a safe place where only I, the researcher, had access. 
During the focus group, I continued to record my own thoughts and beliefs to bracket them away 
from the collected data from the study participants. Table 3.2 will identify the questions asked 
during the focus group.                                                                                                                
Table 3.2                                                                                                                                                          
Focus Group Questions  
Focus Group Questions  Research Questions 
 
1. What are your thoughts on the influence of technology on student 
learning?  
  
 
CQ, SQ1 
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2.   What technological tools to you use most often in the classroom?  
 
3.  Which technology tools are most/least beneficial? Why?  
 
4.  How has your view of technology use in the classroom changed 
over the course of your career?  
 
5.  Describe a time when you were uncomfortable using technology in 
the classroom for instruction or learning?  
   
6.  What are the advantages of technology use in the classroom for the 
purpose of learning? Disadvantages? 
 
7.  What obstacles do you find are common when teachers are 
learning to use new technologies in their classroom? 
 
8.  Describe both positive and negative experiences with technology 
training (or lack thereof) or technology implementation in the 
classroom? 
 
9.  How do students use educational technology in the classroom for 
the purpose of learning? 
 
10.  Describe how you teach your students to use new technology for 
learning? 
 
11.  How are your Title I students’ technology needs different when 
comparing them to non-Title I students? (SQ3) 
 
12.  What other information would you like to add concerning 
educational technology integration into the classroom? 
 
13.  What other information would you like to add concerning 
technology training for both instructors and students? 
 
 CQ                                         
 
CQ, SQ1 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
CQ, SQ2 
 
 
Journals 
Journals are considered a written and tangible illustration of the lived experience and 
offer a way of describing and identifying perspectives on a more profound level (York-Barr et 
al., 2005). Utilizing journal entry prompts added an additional level of validation for this study. 
Journal prompts gave teachers an extra opportunity to share viewpoints and perspectives without 
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distraction and separate from the interview process (Creswell, 2018). Janesick (1998) explains 
that journals are tools that encourage deeper interactions between the study participant and the 
researcher. Giving teachers time to quietly reflect on their interactions with educational 
technology and providing them the opportunity to give specific feedback about their classroom 
experiences offered me a more in-depth look into the individual perspectives of the participants. 
For this investigation, I gave each participant three journal prompts to complete independently. I 
asked for these prompts to be completed and emailed to me within a two-week timeframe so that 
I could begin analyzing the responses. Creswell (2018) explains journaling as a document where 
participants can self-reflect on the phenomenon and give a more in-depth insight into their 
perspectives in a quiet and contemplative setting outside of the interview process. From these 
interviews, focus groups, and journals, I transcribed and coded the data so that I could generate 
themes or categories, utilizing the individual's narratives. 
Table 3.3  
Journal Prompts 
Journal Prompts 
 
Journal Entry 1:  
1. Describe the technology you used in your classroom today. 
 
2. How much of the day was spent using technology?  
 
3. How familiar were you with the technology being used?  
 
4. Describe the level of student engagement that occurred during the lesson(s) that used 
technology?  
 
5. What distractions may have occurred?  
 
6. List any technology you frequently use (on a daily or weekly basis) and its purpose. 
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Journal Entry 2:  
1. Discuss the professional development training you have been offered this school year.  
 
2. What training was beneficial?  
 
3. Which seemed like a waste of time? 
 
4. Describe the level of support that your administration has offered when it comes to the use of 
technology in your classroom? 
 
5. Describe the ways that your administration has offered or given training opportunities 
necessary for you to make integration successful?  
 
6. In what ways has this training helped you to feel more comfortable with the use of technology 
for learning? 
 
Journal Entry 3:  
1. Describe a situation where you were uncomfortable using technology in a lesson.  
 
2. What made you feel uncomfortable?  
 
3. Describe how this situation may have hindered the success of the lesson? 
Data Analysis 
To analyze the data, I used Moustakas’ (1994) procedure for phenomenological 
reduction. The steps in the transcendental phenomenological process are first bracketing through 
the epoché. Epoché is a preliminary act that involves setting aside the researcher's bias or beliefs 
(Moustakas, 1994). I wanted to ensure that my experiences and views were separated from the 
data so that my ideas had no interference on the perceptions of my participants. By continuously 
reflecting on, and then describing my own feelings and thoughts throughout this study, I had a 
more clear and concise understanding of the teachers’ perspectives related to their experiences of 
technology integration.  
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Transcendental phenomenological reduction occurred when I considered the phenomenon 
with an open mind and from different perspectives. Qualitative analysis transforms data into 
findings (Patton, 2015). Data analysis is considered the art of interpreting data to identify themes 
(Corbin & Strauss, 2015). After collecting all forms of data, I organized and prepared the data 
for analysis. I transcribed audio and video data, typed up all field notes, and begin coding to 
obtain a general sense of the overall meanings and themes that were beginning to emerge. After 
analyzing and transcribing the results, I sought additional confirmation and clarity for any 
ambiguous responses.  
Next, I continued analysis with open coding. This was completed through hand-coding so 
that I could utilize human judgment in order to perform a more in-depth investigation. Hand-
coding also allowed me to be more familiar with my participants, their interpretations, and the 
overall data. I identified units of meaning with horizontalization, where I understood that each 
comment has equal value. The outcome was a textual description of the phenomenon (the what) 
(Moustakas, 1994).  I listed relevant quotes and gave equivalent value to all comments made by 
my participants, removing any unnecessary, overlapping, or unrelated statements.  
Next, imaginative variation occurred when the textural descriptions (the how) became 
more evident. This part of the process required imaginations and researcher intuition to reflect 
the relationship of themes that were pertinent to the experience (Moustakas, 1994). At this stage, 
I attempted to explain the structures of the phenomenon, seeking to identify possible meaning 
through my imagination and differing perspective (Patton, 2015).  I then synthesized the data by 
combining the textual and structural descriptions. This synthesis allowed me to identify the 
essence of the experience. I integrated the textural-structural descriptions into one composite 
narrative that represented the essence of the entire group (Moustakas, 1994). 
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In summary, Patton (2015) states that the researcher should organize the data into 
meaningful clusters or themes. By examining frequently used phrases, I was able to identify 
emerging themes (Moustakas, 1994). From this coding, I first discovered themes in the data and 
then built a narrative of the perceptions of my participants (Moustakas, 1994). The textural 
descriptions, descriptions that were actual word-for-word experiences from the participants 
assisted in making meaning from the themes that emerged. Finally, through this triangulation, I 
synthesized the data to give a clear picture of the evidence of the phenomenon of Title I teachers’ 
use of educational technology in the elementary classroom for learning. This step required me to 
integrate the analyzed data and make meaning of the data that I had collected (Moustakas, 1994). 
Trustworthiness 
The credibility of my research conclusions and interpretations relied on my thoughtful 
consideration in creating trustworthiness (Patton, 2015). Trustworthiness (Rigor) Criteria is 
rooted in a positivist paradigm. This paradigm includes four concepts; credibility, dependability, 
transferability, and confirmability (Schwandt, Lincoln, & Guba, 2007). 
Credibility 
Prolonged engagement in the field, member checking, and the triangulation of data 
sources and methods ensured that I had established credibility. I continued to clarify researcher 
bias and identify assumptions. I developed continuous reflexivity. To confirm that appropriate 
analysis of the data, I utilized member checking. Creswell (2018) explains that triangulation is a 
process requiring multiple methods of data. Using various methods of data collection and 
triangulation ensured credibility. 
 
 
83 
 
 
 
Dependability and Confirmability 
I ensured dependability and confirmability through the auditing process. I developed 
detailed and thick descriptions of the collected data. This assisted in ensuring confirmability and 
dependability (Moustakas, 1994). To begin an audit trail, I engaged in two processes; first, I 
created a tracking document at the beginning of a study that detailed critical decisions, rationale, 
and potential consequences. Second, I used an auditor to review the process and findings. 
Finally, a peer review of data assisted in confirmability. 
Transferability 
Thick and rich descriptions are reported throughout the study so that the findings are 
transferable between the researcher and the participants (Creswell, 2018). Focus group and face-
to-face interview questions assisted in transferability. Lincoln and Guba (1986) explain that 
narrative development about the context should be occurring so that the researcher can make 
judgments about the degree of fit or comparisons. These specific descriptions and accounts 
ensured that all who want to use these findings elsewhere could accurately do so.  
Ethical Considerations 
 I remained ethical in my research, as ethical considerations in this study were extremely 
important to me. First, I ensured that I had approval from the IRB at Liberty University. I utilized 
the informed consent form before collecting any data. Finally, I stored all data collected in a 
well-secured location. Electronic files have been password protected. To protect the identities of 
the participants, individuals were anonymous and provided with a pseudonym. 
Participants had access to the data that they provided the researcher and were able to 
examine the descriptions of the researcher. Participants had full disclosure of what the research 
entailed before they agreed to participate. The researcher will keep the data for three years. Once 
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I have formal authorization from the University Archivist, I will destroy the research data in a 
way that ensures that the data or information is undetectable. 
Summary 
This transcendental phenomenological study sought to understand and describe Title I 
teachers’ use of educational technology in the elementary classroom. To conduct this study, I 
identified participants through purposeful sampling. The participants were Title I teachers in 
Central Florida. After obtaining permission from the IRB at Liberty University, an informed 
consent form went out to the participants of the study. I collected data through one-on-one 
interviews, focus groups, and journal prompts. The data gathered was transcribed, coded, and 
analyzed to identify emerging themes.  
As the researcher, I ensured rigor through trustworthiness. Though prolonged 
engagement in the field, triangulation, member checking, and the audit process, I ensured that I 
established all four concepts of trustworthiness. Data has been kept confidential, and participants 
had full disclosure before data was collected.  
There is little to no data that focuses on the perceptions of Title I teachers and technology 
integration in Central Florida. This research fills that gap and adds to the literature. It is my hope 
that this research benefits Title I teachers, administrators, parents, and other Title I school and 
district stakeholders in a greater appreciation of the unique technological needs of Generation Z 
students. This study contributes to a deeper understanding of the developmental and educational 
needs of this generation. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS 
Overview 
The purpose of this transcendental phenomenological study is to describe the experiences 
of teachers’ educational technology use in Title I elementary schools in Central Florida. In this 
study, I sought to identify teachers’ perceptions of the importance of technology training for 
Title I students who are already academically and economically disadvantaged. In this chapter, I 
provide an explication of the participants and descriptions of the participants’ experiences using 
educational technology in the classroom. Next, I evaluate the themes that develop that respond to 
the research questions used to guide this study. This chapter concludes with discussions on how 
the emerging themes address the central and sub-questions. 
Participants 
The participants for this study included 15 teachers who currently teach in Title I 
elementary schools in Central Florida. These teachers participated in one-on-one interviews, 
focus groups, and completed journal prompts at the end of the 2019-2020 school year and during 
the summer of 2020.   
Anna 
Anna is a 49-year-old White female veteran teacher who has been an educator for 26 
years. She has taught one year of third grade, six years of kindergarten, and nineteen years in her 
current position, Pre-K. Anna loves watching the growth of her pre-K students as they 
accomplish new skills throughout the school year. What Anna enjoys most about Pre-K is the 
excitement she sees in her students when they are learning. Anna feels as though she is 
moderately comfortable using technology as long as she is familiar with the technological tool or 
program she is using. However, Anna is more hesitant to use technology that is new or 
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unfamiliar to her. Anna reports the technology she utilizes typically in the classroom includes 
VHS tapes, cassette tapes, DVDs, CDs, iPads, computers, and the SmartBoard. Anna also uses 
resources on the Internet, such as YouTube and Zoom. 
In Anna’s class, students mostly use the class SmartBoard and iPads. While Anna 
understands that Title I students need to be learning in a technologically rich environment, she 
feels as though she is ill-equipped to integrate technology at this level effectively, especially for 
this age group. Anna finds that by teaching her young students how to use the mouse and 
electronic pen, she is doing her best with Pre-K students and giving them somewhat of a 
foundation to begin learning how to use technology. 
Beverly  
Beverly is 68 years old. She is a White female that has been teaching for 24 years. 
Beverly currently teaches kindergarten; however, her teaching experience also includes 1st grade, 
2nd grade, and 4th grade. Beverly enjoys seeing the students come in at the beginning of the year 
with a blank slate and watching them grow throughout the year.  
Beverly finds that many of her Title I students are deficient in essential technological 
skills, and she understands the importance of giving them access to this technology in the 
classroom. Beverly explains, “They need technology to survive in the world. For example, even 
now, fourth grade went to doing the state writing assessment on the computer, and many of these 
students could not even type.”  
Cara  
Cara was born and raised in Puerto Rico and currently teaches 3rd grade. She is 42 years 
old and taught one year of high school in Puerto Rico before moving to the United States. Upon 
arriving in Florida, Cara became a teaching assistant for ten years while learning English. She 
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later received her teaching certificate for the state of Florida and has been teaching for five years. 
Aside from her current 3rd-grade math and science class, Cara has had experience teaching 10th, 
11th, and 12th grades. What Cara finds most rewarding about teaching is when she can identify a 
student who feels helpless or not valued. When Cara can make a connection and help a student to 
build their self-confidence, that is when she feels like teaching has been truly gratifying. 
Cara understands the unique needs of Title I students in that they must be introduced to 
technology and instructed on how to use it for learning effectively. Cara posits,” technology is 
important. Everything in the world revolves now around technology. I think that these students 
must have these opportunities in the classroom, or they will fall further behind. They are already 
behind economically. They won’t have the same experiences as traditional students, so if they 
don’t have technological skills, they will get even farther behind.” 
Debra 
Debra is a 54-year-old White female who has been teaching for the last 15 years. Her 
experiences include teaching at the intermediate level, 3rd, 4th, and 5th grades. She is currently 
teaching 4th grade. Debra feels that making a connection with her students is essential and looks 
to build deep and meaningful relationships with her students each year. Debra understands the 
importance of technology integration in her classroom. She recognizes that her students are 
surrounded by technology in their daily lives. Debra is incredibly comfortable using technology 
for instruction and clarifies that her current students have 1-to-1 technology in the form of HP 
Streams. Other technology that Debra utilizes in her classroom includes an iPad that she uses 
with Doceri software, a document camera with overhead projector, and a cordless 
mouse/keyboard that allows her to be mobile in the classroom. Finally, Debra uses her personal 
cell phone to communicate with parents and post student rewards via ClassDojo. 
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Elijah  
Elijah is a 33-year-old Italian male who is going into his fourth year of teaching. 
Teaching is his second career as his first degree was in hospitality. In the last three years, he has 
taught 2nd, 4th, and 8th grade. Elijah feels as though he is exceptionally technologically savvy and 
often has other teachers come to him for help in learning to utilize new tools and programs. 
Elijah uses technology tools that include the SmartBoard, Mimio Technology, iPads, and 
Laptops/Chromebooks/Desktops. He also uses a Design Jet printer, USB Document camera, 
Doceri app, MakerBot app, 3D Printer, Presenter Remote, Plickers app, Kahoot!, and Google 
Drive & Suite. 
Felicia  
Felicia is a White female who is 35 years old. She has been teaching for 13 years in Title 
I schools at the elementary level. Felicia has had experience teaching in 2nd, 4th, and 5th-grade 
students and not only feels comfortable using technology but is always willing to learn about 
new ways to incorporate effective technology into her teaching. Her current use of technology in 
the classroom includes the Doc cam, projector, iPad, laptops, zoom, and OneDrive. She and her 
students engage with technology approximately 75% of the day. 
When it comes to the needs of Title I students, Felecia understands that they must be 
prepared for the future. Felicia states, “Students must be able to break the cycle so that they are 
not always going to be the ones living in those trailers outside of the city limits. We must help 
them to have opportunities to go to college, type a resume, and do something other than playing 
fortnight or creating a TikTok.” 
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Helena  
Helena has been a teacher for the past 14 years. She is 69 years old and currently teaches 
1st grade at a Title I school in Central Florida. Helena is Scottish and French Canadian and has 
had experience teaching at the elementary level in kindergarten through 2nd grade as well as 
teaching adults in ESOL classes and at a local technical college. Helena clarifies that even 
though she is extremely comfortable with technology use, she is always eager to learn about new 
technology so that she can keep up with the latest and greatest in technological innovation when 
it comes to teaching and learning. For her elementary students, Helena utilizes the doc camera, 
PowerPoint, wireless keyboard and mouse, iPads, and Zoom.  
Helena explains that she loves to feed off of the excitement her students have when 
learning. When they struggle, so does she. Technology is a great way to connect with these 
students. Helena uses Istation, Zearn, and Accelerated Reader as mandated by the school to 
enhance the curriculum. She also tries to incorporate PowerPoint, YouTube, and Google when 
necessary. The students seem to be excited about simple things like the ability to have the mouse 
travel around the room. Helena describes the ways students' eyes light up when she places the 
mouse on their desks, and they can control the overhead screen.  
Jake 
Jake is a 44-year-old White male who has been in education for 17 years. Jake elucidates 
that he is very familiar with technology use in the classroom. When asked about his technology 
use, Jake explains that he uses various smart board applications/tools for presentations as well as 
online presentation platforms such as Prezi. For data tracking, Jake primarily uses google based 
forms for ease of sharing. Jake goes on to elaborate on his use of Lan School for monitoring his 
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students’ laptop content and Canvas for lessons and communication. Overall, Canvas, HERO, 
Microsoft Office tools, and Google Docs are the primary utilities in his day to day work. 
Jake clarifies that as he has grown in his technology use, he finds that his students are 
becoming more engaged and enthusiastic about their learning. He feels as though the student 
engagement in his class has increased to about 80% due to students needing lessons from Canvas 
or clarifications and questions via Microsoft Teams, where his students actively submit questions 
and classwork. 
Julio 
Julio is 34 years old and has been in the teaching field for the past nine years. He is a 
Hispanic male who began his career in New York City and moved to rural Florida in 2015. 
While he has had experience in teaching 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade, he mostly enjoys his current 
teaching assignment, which is 3rd grade. In his day-to-day classroom routine, Julio utilizes iPads, 
laptops, a SmartBoard, the document camera, and instructional software or apps needed for the 
lesson or curriculum.   
Julio describes himself as highly technologically savvy and uses a great deal of 
technology in his everyday life. Thus, when it comes to incorporating technology into his lesson 
or classroom activities, he feels extremely comfortable. Julio finds most technology that he uses 
as beneficial but not necessary; however, his students are less engaged in the school directed 
benchmark program. He reports that they do not like to participate in the program, and the data 
he derives from it is not reliable because “the students do not take it seriously.”  
Julio shared his views on the importance of technology integration for Title I students by 
explaining that, “these students know that they are different. They don’t have the clothing, 
school supplies, or technology that some of their peers do because of being economically 
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disadvantaged. As teachers, we must bridge the academic gaps. We know this. However, 
bridging that technology gap is just as important. I am not sure how many of my coworkers 
understand this.”  
Melissa  
Melissa has been teaching for 13 years at the same Title I school. She is a 36-year-old 
White female who feels extremely confident using technology in her 2nd-grade classroom. 
Melissa boasts of being a fast learner when tasked with exploring new technology. Melissa 
asserts, “I always tell my principal to bring it on! I know that when he gets excited about a new 
form of technology, it is going to be good.” Melissa goes on to describe how her classroom has a 
set of tablets that she uses for Nearpod each day. She also enjoys utilizing ClassDojo, Zearn, 
iReady, Flocabulary, Epic, Kahoot, Go Noodle, and other various apps and websites.  
Melissa’s students are well versed on tablets and can efficiently utilize apps to 
supplement math and reading lessons. They also use Epic for reading, which benefits her lower 
students that need assistance to read and take Accelerated Reading tests. Melissa is fond of 
Kahoot! due to its engaging nature, and students love to be competitive when reviewing content. 
When students need an academic break, they use the Go Noodle website to release pent up 
energy and give students a “brain break.” One program that Melissa finds that pulls her quiet 
students out of their shell is Flipgrid. Students who normally would not speak in class or are 
hesitant to participate in the learning process are eager to create video responses utilizing the 
Flipgrid program. Finally, Melissa explains that Nearpod was a gamechanger for their school, 
especially when the pandemic hit.  
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Natalie 
Natalie has been teaching for 14 years at various elementary grade levels. As a 52-year-
old Hispanic female, she feels extremely comfortable with technology use in her classroom. 
Natalie finds that making connections with her students and sharing a passion for learning is the 
most rewarding part of her career. As an older teacher, she understands that there is always so 
much more to learn, not only in education in general but especially with evolving technology. 
Currently, she utilizes computers, tablets, document cameras, and various other apps and 
websites that will enhance student learning. 
Natalie teaches students from kindergarten - 5th grade in a specials STEAM rotation at 
her school. For the younger students, she utilizes Vooks and Accelerated Reader for reading and 
character building. There are days when the administration asks her to incorporate some sort of 
physical activity into her class due to the mandated rotation of having only one day of an actual 
physical education class per week. Natalie even reports utilizing technology to incorporate this 
physical activity with the use of Go Noodle. For her older students, Natalie is teaching about 
research and reliable resources. Additionally, she is teaching her students how to cite these 
sources in an MLA format appropriately. Natalie considers her students' independent use of 
technology outside of the classroom will normalize its use for learning.  
Nichole 
Nichole is a 58-year-old White female who is a veteran teacher. She has been teaching at 
the elementary level for nearly 26 years. Her current grade level is 4th grade. However, she will 
soon be teaching science exclusively as her school is looking to begin departmentalizing. 
Nichole loves technology and states, “Students get bored. Technology provides a stimulus that 
keeps them engaged and excited. If you don’t keep them enthused, you will quickly lose them.” 
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The most meaningful part of teaching for Nichole is bringing knowledge to her students in a way 
that is fun and engaging.  
Nichole believes that technology surrounds students each day; it is what they know and 
what they are comfortable using during learning. She understands that technology use in the 
classroom cannot be a “one size fits all” mentality. She is grateful that she has an administration 
that believes the same way.  Nichole adds that technology has endless possibilities in the 
classroom. It not only builds a student’s confidence by allowing a more student-centered learning 
environment, but it also gives numerous opportunities to find a learning style to address each 
student's unique needs.  
Paige 
Paige is a 41-year-old White female who has been teaching for a little over ten years. She 
has had experience teaching in the intermediate grades and currently teaches 3rd grade. Paige 
reports that she feels extremely comfortable with technology use in her classroom and utilizes 
numerous forms of technology throughout the day.  
In her classroom, Paige likes to start lessons with technology to get her students excited 
about the content. For example, in her math class, her students were learning about area and 
perimeter. Paige utilized an architecture program, and the students created haunted houses with 
each room a given area and perimeter. Paige feels as though technology can provide relevant and 
real-world experiences to her students. Paige states, “Most careers that these students will have 
will utilize technology. If they can start to understand that from now, they will be more 
comfortable with it later.” 
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Samantha  
Samantha has been teaching at the elementary level for the past eight years. She is a 32-
year-old White female who understands the importance of technology integration in Title I 
schools. Samantha feels highly comfortable using technology and uses iPads, Bloxels, Merge 
cubes, a green screen, SmartBoard, and robots such as Dash and Dot, Sphero, and Ozobots. She 
finds that seeing the excitement in her students’ eyes is the most rewarding aspect of teaching, 
especially the enthusiasm from projects that use technology. 
Samantha takes pride in her technology-rich classroom. When other teachers or parents 
look at her bulletin board or pop into her class to see the great things happening with technology, 
she cannot help but feel proud. In her classroom on a daily and consistent basis, Samantha will 
use Nearpod, Flipgrid, Zearn, and the PHeT simulation program. However, throughout the year, 
she will find other technology activities to enhance projects. Some of these technological 
enhancements include Ed Puzzle and Goose Chase.  
Tiffany  
Tiffany is a 26-year-old teacher who has been teaching for nearly five years. She has had 
experience teaching both the 4th and 5th grades. Her current teaching assignment requires her to 
teach math primarily for 101 fifth graders. Tiffany finds that the most rewarding aspect of 
teaching is when students finally understand a concept after months of struggle. She enjoys 
watching her students move through that productive struggle and grow in their learning. 
While Tiffany finds that her older peers feel as though there is a danger of technology 
taking over the classroom, she feels as though technology can never replace the teacher. Tiffany 
explains, “Technology on its own cannot do what a teacher does, from making connections to 
giving encouragement and feedback, nothing can replace a teacher’s love and passion. Just look 
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at the current pandemic!” Tiffany finds herself to be somewhat technologically savvy. She 
considers the value of technology that she uses, what works, and what does not. “Not all 
technology is effective,” she explains. Tiffany looks at the rigor of the program and how well the 
students engage with the content.  
Results 
This section offers details on how the research was completed and the results of the 
study. After the one-on-one interviews, focus groups, and journal responses, I used Moustakas’ 
Phenomenological Reduction to analyze the data resulting in the findings reported in this section. 
This section will conclude with a summary of chapter 4.   
Theme Development 
 In this section, I provide the results of the study, and the analysis utilizing Moustakas’ 
(1994) phenomenological reduction. I will then describe the coding process as well as textual, 
structural, and composite descriptions that drove the development of emerging themes. I will 
address each research question and end with a summary of chapter 4. In any qualitative study, 
the development of themes is a critical component of data analysis. I transcribed one-on-one 
interviews, focus groups, and journal responses and analyzed each to identify essential answers 
to the research questions inquired in this study. Themes emerged from this analysis that 
described the experiences of Title I elementary teachers’ use of educational technology in the 
21st-century classroom.  
Data Analysis via Phenomenological Reduction  
Data analysis started with horizontalization. After all one-on-one interviews, focus 
groups, and journal responses were collected, I transcribed the interviews and focus groups using 
the Otter software application. Then I reviewed each of the transcriptions by hand to ensure that 
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there were no discrepancies. I first began the horizontalization process when reading the 
transcripts and journals as I wanted to become familiar with the data. After the epoche, 
horizontalization is the next step in phenomenological reeducation (Moustakas, 1994). I initiated 
this step of the phenomenological reduction process by listing relevant and significant 
statements, understanding that each has equal value. I began to hand-code the transcripts and 
journals to identify any repetitive statements and to generate a list of reoccurring terms or 
phrases (Creswell & Poth, 2018). I analyzed each piece of data a minimum of three times and 
removed any extraneous terms (Moustakas, 1994). Next, these transcriptions and journal 
responses were uploaded into the NVivo software program and given a preliminary code based 
on relatedness. Horizontalization occurred again in NVivo through the progression of coding, 
classifying, and the development of themes. The next step in phenomenological reduction was to 
cluster the meanings into these emerging themes. 
Synthesis of Meanings   
Utilizing Moustakas’ (1994) phenomenological reduction, I considered the phenomenon 
with an open mind and, with the assistance of the epoche, from different perspectives. I 
identified units of meaning, or horizons, and described the phenomenon in textural descriptions. 
From the textural descriptions, I was able to construct the essence of the experience using my 
intuition, or imaginative variation, in the structural descriptions. Textural descriptions were 
established to describe what participants experienced when integrating technology into the Title I 
elementary classroom (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Structural descriptions explained how the 
participants were trained in technology integration. Then, a synthesis of meanings was developed 
to describe and explain the experiences of the participants with educational technology 
integration in the elementary Title I classroom.  
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Textural Descriptions. Many of the participants enjoyed using technology in the 
classroom. Few were hesitant to use new technology if they were unfamiliar with the program or 
tool. Nearly half of the participants felt that they did not have adequate training on effective 
technology integration. Some felt as though they had significant support from administration and 
were not only trained on current technology trends but were also encouraged to create 
professional learning networks on social media to keep up with these emerging trends. In 
general, participants wanted to be prepared to utilize technology effectively and to train their 
students on efficient technology use to prepare them for 21st-century skills. Each of the 
participants trained their students by modeling how to use technology in whole group and small 
group instruction. The participants felt that technology integration is essential, especially for 
Title I elementary students who were already economically and academically disadvantaged.  
Structural Descriptions. Participants were able to seek out meaningful training 
opportunities for educational technology integration. Some utilized Twitter and other social 
media and created professional learning networks. Others had administration who found 
technology to be a priority in student learning and allowed teachers to grow in their technology 
skills and knowledge. Thus, teachers had more opportunity to pass this knowledge on to their 
students. The motivation for the teachers’ technology integration is highly influenced by the 
administration’s attitude and enthusiasm for technology.  
Participants discussed how they taught everyday essential technology skills, such as 
training students to use email appropriately and conduct proper research. These are skills needed 
for the future, in both higher education and future careers. Students were also taught about digital 
citizenship. Each participant understood the need for Title I students to be proficient in 
technology use and its importance in the future.  
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After horizontalization, I reviewed the data that I collected from the one-on-one 
interviews, focus groups, and journals and then grouped these statements into more significant 
components, or units of information, thus creating themes (Creswell, 2013). Open coding was 
utilized, and clusters were developed from the data received into NVivo from transcripts from 
fifteen one-on-one interviews, journal responses, and two focus groups. There were thirteen 
preliminary codes assigned to NVivo (Appendix H). Next, I formed categories by grouping 
similar generated codes. Finally, themes began to develop from the grouping of categories and 
clusters of meaning (Appendix I). 
The significant themes began to develop after horizontalization and clustering. A total of 
five themes emerged from the collected data after analysis. These themes addressed the four 
research questions in this study.  
Table 4.1 
Theme and Corresponding Horizons 
Theme Corresponding Horizons 
1. Emerging vs. Traditional Technology  Technologically-savvy 
Technology tools used 
Most beneficial technology 
Least beneficial technology  
2. Benefits and barriers of technology use in 
the classroom 
Time (benefit and barrier) 
Training (benefit and barrier) 
Student engagement (benefit) 
Student efficacy (benefit) 
Collaboration and communication (benefit)  
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3. Attitude toward technology influences 
teacher self-efficacy 
Attitude of administration influences teachers 
Attitude of teachers influences technology use 
Attitude and technology use influence teacher 
self-efficacy 
4. Administrative support Training 
View on the value of technology 
Incentives  
Teacher leaders 
Mandated vs. professional freedom 
5. Importance of technology skills for Title I 
students 
Economically disadvantaged 
Academically disadvantaged 
College and Career Ready 
 
The study addressed the following central research question: How do Title I elementary 
teachers describe their experiences utilizing educational technology in the classroom? The 
participants in the study discussed what types of technology they used in the classroom most 
often, which was most beneficial, and what was least helpful in the Title I elementary classroom. 
The first theme that arose as a result of this central research question was: emerging vs. 
traditional technology  
Emerging vs. Traditional Technology 
The first theme emerged initially from the participants discussing the types of technology 
that they utilized in their classrooms daily. There were numerous devices, tools, and applications 
that participants disclosed in the interviews. However, there began to emerge a disparity in the 
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types of technology used in the classroom. Additionally, teachers differed in what technology 
they deemed as “technologically savvy.” 
Technologically Savvy. Some teachers would claim that they were significantly savvy 
with technology and would go on to describe how they would use PowerPoint, YouTube, or 
Microsoft Word every day. Other teachers would explain how they introduced their students to 
more emerging technological trends, such as using Nearpod in groups during morning work and 
recording videos on Flipgrid as an assessment choice afterward to respond to the lesson. Five 
participants designated collaboration tools such as Google Docs or even the use of architecture 
and coding tools for math. For example, Natalie, who considers herself very technologically 
savvy, stated 
For science and math, I have a robot center and a coding center. During reading, I would 
have the kids reading a book and then respond with a recording on Flipgrid. 
Natalie described utilizing some of the newest technology trends in her daily classroom routines. 
Likewise, Melissa describes her classroom as technology-rich, using numerous platforms for 
students to respond to lessons or prompts in a variety of ways. She explains, 
Choice assessment is huge in my classroom. Students who are reluctant writers can 
choose to respond to a writing prompt with a Flipgrid video. I also can assess gaps in 
understanding using Nearpod within my lessons. For example, students created a news 
broadcast this semester to identify point-of-view. We also used online graphing tools 
during math. Technology gives so many options to the different learning styles in my 
classroom. 
Both Natalie and Melissa describe themselves as reasonably tech-savvy, eager to try out the 
newest tools with their students. Both report a love of technology in and out of the classroom. 
101 
 
 
 
Whereas, Helena, who also considers herself a technological enthusiast, describes her standard 
technology use by explaining that she would 
use a lot of PowerPoint, YouTube, and google. For example, instead of just telling the 
students what a noun is, we can put up a picture of an animal or a person on the screen. 
Helena was not alone in considering her technology integration significant in the classroom 
while only utilizing traditional technological platforms. Many of the participants considered 
themselves well versed in technology due to understanding how to boot up a computer and use 
PowerPoint to teach a lesson. However, Melissa responded that her perception of being 
genuinely technology-savvy reaches far beyond merely understanding how the technology 
works. Instead, knowing how to use modern technology to enhance learning and effectively 
incorporating its use into personal, professional, and educational situations. 
Technology Tools. Each of the participants discussed what technology tools and 
applications they used in their classrooms for teaching and learning. Thirteen of the participants 
found that collaborative and responsive technology was the most beneficial technology used—
this type of technology allowed for higher engagement and creativity. When asked about the 
most helpful technology used in the classroom, Samantha responded,  
I would definitely say Google Classroom for an overall house right for everything due to 
the interactive level. I would also say that Flipgrid is incredibly beneficial. I have 
witnessed extremely shy students who don’t want to speak in class just open up and 
spend four minutes talking passionately about their project in a recorded video. 
Samantha finds that some of the latest technology brings out collaboration and 
engagement in the most reluctant of students. Paige also shared the story of a student who was 
considered high functioning autistic, who would not participate in most classroom activities. 
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With the help of tools such as Flipgrid and Nearpod, the student is now thriving “on her own 
terms.” Anna, who teaches Pre-K, explained that even at the younger grade levels, engagement is 
essential. She found that students are used to screen time, and the SmartBoard is an excellent 
way to engage them. She adds, 
Whether we are doing an educational software game that I have or something on a 
website, they enjoy it just because they are used to that kind of medium. It gets their 
attention and keeps them focused most of the time.  
Anna has found this true of all her Pre-K students. They no longer get excited over worksheets 
and coloring pages but seek to interact with their learning in a more meaningful way. Thirteen 
out of fifteen of the participants agreed that the most beneficial technology used in the Title I 
classroom was any technology that engaged students and allowed them to be creative and 
collaborative.  
When asked to describe any technology tool or application that they found was not 
beneficial to academic growth, nine of the fifteen participants found that the school or county 
mandated benchmark program was least valuable. While the benchmark program was different 
based on the county, each of the nine participants found it to be lacking in providing accurate 
data, and some even considered it a “waste of time.” Tiffany explained,  
Istation is the least beneficial program we use. I don’t think the diagnostics are accurate. 
The students are usually sitting in levels that are above or below their level. It is 
definitely not engaging for these students. Technology needs to be engaging. The kids 
want to participate so that they actually put forth an effort. It is a time killer, and people 
don’t use it effectively. Honestly, the people [administration] who task us to use it have 
not been in the classroom in decades, and it shows. 
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Tiffany explained that her students were required to spend numerous hours per week on the 
benchmark program, and felt that there were other more effective ways to teach the curriculum. 
Many of the other Title I teachers in this study agreed. While they understood the need for a 
benchmark program, they found that the students were getting bored and not using the program 
effectively. Most explained that the school, or district, mandated a specific amount of time per 
week to the benchmark program, and many students were in a hurry to finish and no longer 
trying. The teachers felt that this was giving unreliable data. Three of the fifteen teachers explain 
that they are uncertain of how to read the data from these programs due to lack of training. Anna 
states, 
When students have to do Istation, they have to do 20 minutes every day. They get bored. 
I have not seen yet what the benefits of the program are. I am not good at researching the 
data of that because we got introduced to Istation about five years ago. We have had no 
training since then. We are supposed to use it to gather data on the students, but I don’t 
even know how to do that.   
Anna describes her lack of training as leading to misunderstandings of the program and the 
inability to utilize the reports correctly. She goes on to explain, “we are asked to use it, but not 
taught how. The administration will pull the data, but I have no idea how to even read it or use it 
to guide my instruction.” Beverly felt as though she understood how to use the data to drive 
instruction, but felt that the students did not put forth any effort in the program and tried to 
complete the allotted time quickly so that they could move on. Cara felt as though her students 
considered their benchmark program a “chore” and would rush to complete it.  
Of the fifteen participants, six found that all technology was useful. While most of the 
participants were in agreement that the mandated benchmarking programs were ineffective, six 
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or the participants explained that all technology used in their classrooms had a purpose. These 
six participants also had a positive attitude when it came to technology integration, and five of 
the six felt as though they had more than adequate training. Melissa clarifies that: 
All technology has a purpose. I am given the freedom to use what works best for my 
students. So, I cannot honestly give you an example of technology that I use that is not 
beneficial to my students. Even iReady can show me where there are gaps, and I can use 
this data to create my small groups. There are ways to keep them interested, even in 
iReady. 
Melissa felt as though she understood what the program was meant for and relayed that 
information to her students. Her students understood how to read the data from their scores, as 
well. They would keep track of data through data binders. Samantha also uses the program to 
drive instruction. She reports that she is able to find gaps in learning and celebrates the students 
when they make gains.  
Results in the study identified emerging and traditional technology tools utilized in Title I 
elementary classrooms. Participants were able to determine which tools they used most, which 
were most beneficial, and what tools were least helpful to students learning. Seven teachers 
utilized traditional technology for teaching and instruction, while eight participants describe 
utilizing more emerging technology trends. All participants found that it was important for 
students to use technology that is engaging and allowed for creativity, critical thinking, and 
collaboration.  
After identifying how Title I teachers use technology in the classroom, this study also 
asked three sub-questions. The first sub-question asked: How do Title I elementary teachers 
describe their technological awareness and their ability to integrate current educational 
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technology into their classrooms? Two themes emerged from the data that was gathered that 
answered the sub-question. The second theme that emerged was: benefits and barriers of 
technology use in the classroom.  
Benefits and Barriers of Technology Use in the Classroom 
 The first theme that emerged as a result of the first sub-question identified the benefits 
and barriers that Title I teachers encountered during technology implementation. Data gathered 
from the participants determined that there are numerous benefits to technology use in the 
classroom.    
Benefits of Technology Use. Some of the benefits of technology that the participants 
disclosed included engagement, collaboration, excitement, increased student-efficacy, time 
management, differentiation, accommodations, and communication. Nine of the fifteen 
participants utilized data from technology to guide their instruction. All the participants in the 
study used technology for communication and increased student engagement. Nichole, who feels 
incredibly comfortable using technology in the classroom, discussed her small group 
interactions: 
the kids are in centers, and they're moving around, and they're conversing with each 
other. They have meaningful dialogue; there's an open-ended question that's presented on 
Flipgrid, with an embedded video that really makes them think critically and collaborate 
on responses. They're challenging each other with teams and collaborating. It is learning, 
but it is fun. 
Nichole explains that this is typical in her classroom. Students enjoy this type of learning and get 
excited during the introduction of new concepts. Like Nichole, other teachers describe how 
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technology assisted struggling learners and those who lack confidence in their learning. Paige 
added how: 
building confidence in these kids allows them to have their voice heard. I have students 
that know how to use certain technology and will ask me if I will let them help their 
peers. Some of these are students with learning difficulties, and here they are being 
leaders in the classroom because they are familiar with a program or application and want 
to help someone else in the class. 
Nichole and Paige both describe struggling students who became classroom leaders because they 
can help their peers with a technology format. These participants discussed how they had 
witnessed students' growth in self-esteem and efficacy due to being allowed to assist their peers 
with technology. Moreover, some programs allow students who are struggling with specific 
content areas to find new and meaningful ways to address these difficulties. Felicia discussed a 
program that some of her lower-achieving math students found success using. She describes, 
“…an incredibly engaging math program called prodigy that is really interactive. It is like a 
video game; they earn things while learning. They really enjoy it and ask to use it as a reward for 
completing their classwork early.” Felicia is one of six participants who have sought new and 
emerging programs in the hopes of finding engaging technology that students will enjoy while 
learning specific academic content. 
Time was both found to be a benefit and a barrier to technology integration, depending on 
the participants’ experiences. Six out of the fifteen teachers found that technology helped with 
time management. Tiffany, a technologically savvy 5th-grade teacher, explains that she uses the 
Google platform for: 
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the homework completed the night before, and I could assess what needed to be 
addressed in class the next day. Those trends and common mistakes could be addressed 
in class instead of going over it during precious class time. I used it as homework and 
during station time. Again, I used both Google slides and Google forms in the stations so 
that I could provide quick feedback on them, as well. 
Tiffany takes advantage of the grading that Google offers so that she can know what needs to be 
reviewed in class the next day. It saves time and gives her instruction a direction. Jake adds to 
this sentiment by discussing how he also utilized Google platforms for homework. Jake reports 
that this technology makes his life easier. Jake described how at the beginning of the year, he 
thought, “How am I going to check 101 pieces of math homework each night?” With the use of 
Google docs, this task is less burdensome.  
Barriers to Technology Use. Other teachers who felt less comfortable utilizing 
technology gave “time” as a barrier to technology use in class. Many thought that they did not 
have time to add to the numerous tasks that they had to complete each day. Felecia confirms 
 The school that I teach at doesn’t provide any type of technology enrichment. 
This technology could give students much needed challenges and enrichment, but my 
current school is not offering any of that. They are so focused on the state standardized 
test, and there is just no time for that. 
Felicia also goes on to describe how she feels as though she is doing her students an injustice. 
She reported that she understood that her students need more exposure to technology-rich 
instruction; she feels the burden of state-mandated testing on her shoulders. Beverly also feels as 
though the technology component is essential. However, the technology that she uses in her class 
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is mandated by the administration. There is little to no time for integrating anything beyond that. 
Beverly elucidates, 
I don’t have much time to search for or learn about additional technology. I can barely 
keep up with the curriculum right now. But I do look for videos from Jack Hartmann now 
and then, when I can. 
Beverly also expressed the desire to use more technology but reports a fear of disapproval from 
her administration. Most of the teachers in the study who had difficulty finding time to 
implement technology also did not consider technology use in the classroom a priority. Other 
barriers that the participants discussed when integrating technology were lack of training, student 
distraction, low bandwidth, and inappropriate programs for academic or grade level.  
Overall, teachers who claimed to feel comfortable with technology use identified more 
benefits to technology use in the classroom. Those participants who felt uncomfortable with 
technology integration, or deemed themselves having little to no technology awareness, 
identified more barriers to incorporating technology into student learning. The participants' 
overall attitude toward technology influenced their perceptions of benefits and barriers to 
technology integration. This study demonstrated that there were numerous benefits and barriers 
to technology use in the classroom. Depending on the teacher’s attitude and experiences toward 
technology use for learning, participants felt that technology had a positive influence on 
collaboration, student engagement, and communication. Nine of the participants said that time 
was a barrier to technology use, while six teachers described time as a benefit to technology 
integration. The participant’s technological awareness did influence their ability to integrate 
technology into their classroom. Thus, another identified theme that addressed the first sub-
question was: attitude toward technology influences teacher self-efficacy. 
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Attitude Toward Technology Influences Teacher Self-efficacy 
The data collected in this study show that the participants' attitude toward technology 
influences their self-efficacy. Furthermore, the position of the administration when it comes to 
technology integration affects the attitude of the teacher. 
Attitude.  In this study, the participants who were passionate about technology use also 
had administrators who made technology a priority. Natalie describes her principal as passionate 
when it comes to emerging technology. She reports: 
He's [principal] like, all right, let's learn about this! Usually, it is a technology that he's 
already experimented with, and he’ll show it to us. He's familiar and comfortable with it 
and is excited, so we feel excited.  
Natalie, along with seven other participants, felt that the position of their administration reflected 
the attitude of the teachers in their school. These eight participants reported school leadership 
that prioritized technology use in the classroom, was eager to invest in training initiatives, and 
gave abundant opportunities for the faculty to have access to training. 
However, seven of the fifteen participants were cautious about using new technology. 
They are comfortable with technology that they use every day in their classroom but feel 
uncomfortable with the introduction of a new technology platform. Anna states,  
I feel good about the technology I use now, but if I get introduced to something new, I am 
hesitant and apprehensive about it. 
Anna goes on to elaborate on how she dreads the beginning of the year when the administration 
describes what technology tools may be implemented within the school. Like Anna, Helena likes 
to use the technology that she is familiar with and has used over the last few years. She does not 
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seek opportunities to identify new or emerging technology to use with her class, nor is she 
encouraged to do so by her administration. Helena illustrates, 
I don’t have a ton of time to look for outside opportunities to find new technology. I don’t 
know how beneficial it would be for my students anyway.  
Both Helena and Anna were teachers who do not feel entirely comfortable with technology use. 
They also have not been introduced to new technology by their administration, nor have they 
been offered technology training in the last few years. Their perceived view of the administration 
is that the leadership in the school values test scores above all else. Technology is an 
afterthought. Both have stated that they have not had any type of real technical training in the last 
three years.  
Conversely, eight of the fifteen participants expressed a great desire to learn more about 
technology. Nichole declares that she loves technology. She explains, 
If the principal asks me to try a new program or tool, I'm instantly excited. I know he will 
send me to get training, and if he loves it, it will be good for my kids. 
Nichole shares the principal’s enthusiasm for technology integration. Paige also feels good about 
technology and her ability to use it effectively. She describes the professional development that 
her principal offers are constant and ongoing. Paige enlightens, 
He has brought in the Nearpod educators to, you know, help us, and he's encouraged us 
by really bringing in that awareness of the new technology that is out there, suggesting 
certain people and programs to check out. I just want to be able to keep up with him. 
The participants that have a love for technology use and share excitement to learn more report 
having an administration who saw the value in technology for teaching and learning. In contrast, 
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those seven participants who were hesitant to learn more about using technology for teaching did 
not feel supported, nor were offered training by the administration in their school.  
Self-efficacy. The collected data presented that teachers who had a positive attitude 
toward technology were not only more apt to use it but had higher instances of teacher self-
efficacy. Participants that had negative views about technology also lacked perceived efficacy. 
Anna was an example of a participant who has a negative attitude toward technology. She 
reports, 
I can barely use my email. So, I am not a fan of throwing something new out there. For 
example, I don’t care for One Drive, and everyone else is like ‘it is so wonderful; you 
don’t have to save anything it is all automatic,’ but I cannot ever find what I am looking 
for. I have lesson plans in there and can’t find them! To me, if it works, let’s just use 
what we have now. 
Anna explained that she often has her daughter come in and help her with technology in the 
classroom. Anna shared that she has feelings of inadequacy and wishes that she was “better” at 
using technology to help her students. Anna is not alone. Julio also feels as though technology is 
unnecessary in the learning process. While Julio does not necessarily feel insufficient, he 
explains that technology is more of a distraction and often wastes precious instructional time. 
Julio states, 
I really don’t think that technology is that important. It can be useful, but it is not 
necessary. We don’t need these devices and apps and things to be successful in the 
classroom. I use the doc cam, but everything else can just be a distraction or waste of 
time, especially if I am not familiar with it. 
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Julio does not have an administration that encourages him to utilize technology with his Title I 
students. He believes that he must focus on preparing them for the next grade level. Cara agrees 
with Julio and Anna. She also considers herself uninformed about the latest technology and does 
not feel as though she is savvy enough to bring the most up-to-date tools to her students. She 
claims: 
I am not a techy person, but whatever programs we are instructed to be using, I try to 
learn them very well. That way, I can help the students and help myself to gather data. 
But there are times when I see other teachers using technology things that are not familiar 
to me, and I feel like I am not doing right by my kids.  
Cara expresses the wish to be more knowledgeable about the technology that the administration 
is mandating her to use but does not have a clear course for training. She often must use 
YouTube or go to a peer teacher for help. However, when she notices that her peers are using 
other, more emerging technology tools to help their students, she feels insufficient in her 
teaching skills.  
The data collected indicated that the attitude of the administration has a significant 
impact on the position of the teachers when it comes to technology integration in the classroom. 
In turn, the attitude a teacher takes toward technology use in teaching and learning directly 
affects the teacher’s technological self-efficacy. When the administration puts an emphasis on 
technology and makes its integration a priority, the teachers will follow suit. If the administration 
is passionate about emerging technology trends and shares these with their staff, the teachers will 
share in this passion, which will create a higher self-efficacy in technology use. The teachers in 
this study who had a negative attitude about technology use or felt uncomfortable using 
technology did not have an administrative team that depicted value in technology. These seven 
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participants stated that they had little to no training and limited professional freedom when it 
came to using emerging technology in the classroom.  
Administrative Support 
 In this study, the second sub-question asked: How do Title I elementary teachers 
describe their experiences with professional development and training initiatives designed for 
educational technology integration in the classroom? The theme that arose from this question 
was: administrative support.  
Training. After the collected data was transferred into NVivo, the coding frequency of 
cited concepts was established (Appendix H). The most frequently identified concept was 
training. All fifteen participants established the importance of training. However, only eight of 
the participants felt that they had experienced adequate training in technology. Seven participants 
described little to no training in technology in the last three years. Anna has difficulty with 
simple technology tasks, such as email and the district grading system. She feels as though: 
Training is scattered. They [administration] just assume that you know about technology 
because people that are coming out of college now are much more computer savvy than 
some of us that have been there for a while. So, sometimes it is a little bit frustrating. 
They tell us to do something, and we have to figure it out on our own. 
Anna explains that she must go to her peers to get help with any type of technology that she uses 
in her classroom. She is usually embarrassed to ask. Cara has had the same experiences as Anna 
and feels inadequately trained in technology. She also describes feeling ‘alone’ and on her own 
when it comes to having to figure out any school mandated programs. She explains that: 
They [administration] don’t usually give us training. Most of the time, they introduce the 
new program and basically say, “here is what we are going to be learning. Learn on your 
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own, or find a friend to help you.” There is little training. Many times, there are so many 
things you can do with that program, but if you don’t know how to work the program or 
don’t have the time to figure it out, are you really getting the full benefit of it? 
Cara went on to add that she has been using a program for the last five years and only recently 
found new aspects of the program that would have been helpful. Had she had the opportunity to 
be trained appropriately, she would have taken advantage of these sooner. Debra and Felicia also 
report that their administration does not offer many training opportunities, nor do they perceive 
that technology is a priority at their school. Both explain that they have a technology person at 
their school; however, their job seems to deal more with technical issues with devices. Although 
this technology person does offer help on learning any programs that their administration 
mandates, the training is voluntary. Debra illustrated that: 
I mean they always make training available with our tech person, but it is something that 
you would have to do on your own time, like planning time on Wednesday. Also, it is 
optional. So if you want to get any technology help, see the tech person in this room on 
this date. But it always seems that some other pressing matter takes precedent.  
While the school technology person is available during planning time and after school, it is not a 
priority of the administration for its staff to attain this training. Thus, the faculty may also not 
make it a priority. According to Debra, many of the teachers have too much to accomplish every 
week, and they will not take their personal time to seek help. Julio also felt as though his 
administration did not make technology a priority at his school. He shares that he, too, feels like 
technology is not an essential component in the learning process. He postulates: 
I really don’t think we need to use so much technology. They [administration] do not 
prepare us well when it comes to technology at all. Especially our older teachers, they are 
115 
 
 
 
the most resistant and give the most push back. I feel like they leave us alone when it 
comes to technology use, and I am good with that.  
Many of the participants seemed to share the position of their administration. If the leadership of 
the school does not find value in technology integration, the teachers were less likely to identify 
its importance in the classroom, also. 
 In contrast, eight of the fifteen participants described their administration as highly 
supportive in technology integration and training. Not only did these participants disclose that 
they received a great deal of training in technology integration, but they also described their 
administration as passionate about technology and eager to create “teacher leaders” within their 
facility. Melissa explains that: 
The way that he [the principal] prepares us is by doing things himself and showing us 
how easy it is to do it. He makes it available to us both physically, or by helping us get 
those funds to make it [training] happen. He makes sure that we get trained and that we 
learn about the technology so that we can have groups of our peers come back and train 
the rest of the staff. 
Melissa goes on to describe how her principal seeks out teacher leaders in his school that will 
help incentivize other teachers into wanting to learn more about technology. Natalie also reports 
that her principal looks to identify teachers in his school who are as excited about technology as 
he is. He seeks out instructors who want to learn and share with their peers. She explains, 
So he [principal] always makes sure to find those people [teachers] who are tech-savvy, 
who learn and want to learn, and then who will also teach and share with their team. He 
gets us excited about it, like ‘look what this can do for our students!’ Then he finds those 
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teachers who are just as hungry about it and sends them to training. Then he will give the 
rest of the staff opportunities to learn from the trained teachers.  
Melissa, Natalie, and four other participants find that the administration plays a vital role in the 
attitude of the faculty when it comes to the enthusiasm of technology training and integration. 
All the participants find this administrative attitude contagious. Additionally, when the 
administration offers teachers the opportunity to become trainers and lead their peers, it increases 
teacher ‘buy-in.’ It allows teachers to feel a sense of control over their instruction.   
What is clear from the data is that participants who felt supported by their administration 
reported receiving the training necessary to integrate technology into their classrooms 
effectively. Additionally, the administration also exhibited excitement and enthusiasm over 
technology use. They would create ‘teacher leaders’ within the school that would participate in 
technology training and then return to school to work with teachers who struggle with the 
technology. Some teachers described administration who created Ed Camps on their school 
campuses, invited representatives from technology companies like Nearpod or Flipgrid to speak 
to their faculty, or encouraged the use of Twitter and other social media platforms to find 
professional learning networks. One participant reported that her principal holds ‘Tech Mex 
Thursdays’ where he brings in Mexican food for his faculty while they are learning about new 
technology.  
Alternatively, seven participants reported administration suggesting for them to seek out 
a peer for assistance or the technology person on their own time. Three participants explained 
how their administration told them that in the fall, they would be utilizing a new benchmark 
program and that, during the summer, they should explore the application and ‘figure it out.’ 
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Each of these participants felt as if they were on their own. These feelings impacted their attitude 
about technology as well as their perceived self-efficacy.  
Mandated vs. Professional Freedom. All the participants discussed the district-
mandated benchmark program utilized to gather data on students. The participants that reported 
administration giving professional freedom to incorporate other technology into the curriculum 
did not negatively view this mandated program. Those participants that had little to no 
technology training felt that the mandated benchmark program was a ‘waste of time’ or labeled it 
the least beneficial technology utilized in their classroom. Cara finds that her 
administration says that everything has to be related to the school and beneficial to the 
students. They [administration] check to see if we are giving students at least four lessons 
in Istation per week. They tell us we must use the Zearn program for math, Connect Ed 
for reading, and HMH for science. So, time is a problem. Our admin requires these 
programs, and they check to see if I am using it. So, when do I have time to find new 
technology for the students to learn with? 
Cara feels as though there are so many mandated programs that she has little to no time to 
identify any new or emerging technology tools that would benefit her students. Julio also has an 
administration that dictates how and what programs he must use in his classroom. He reports that 
the program that is mandated by the leadership is not useful and explains: 
The school-wide data program, I would just get rid of that if I could. The students hate it, 
and I am sure that it costs a ton of money. I’ve seen teachers put the students all the 
program all day when they have substitutes. It is forced on us even though we don’t find 
it useful. I am always resistant because I am sure that there are better programs out there. 
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Both Cara and Julio find that their administration has a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach to 
technology, and there is little to no professional freedom. Conversely, teachers who have more 
freedom to identify what works and what does not when it comes to technology in the classroom 
have an overall better attitude toward the mandated programs. Tiffany confirms this by 
describing being allowed to find programs that work for her students. Tiffany states that her 
administration communicates their confidence in her by reminding her that ‘she is the teacher.’ 
They understand that she recognizes the needs of her students better than anyone else. Tiffany 
explains, 
They [administration] give me a lot of professional freedom. They ask questions about 
what I am doing [with technology], but they give me the freedom to explore. They will 
also take what I am doing, and if it works, they will allow me to train other teachers. 
They set aside a time for me to help others. For example, second grade can come in 
during their planning time and learn how I use Doceri to engage students in learning. 
They really support any and all technology that is effective and engaging for the students. 
Even though we don’t have a tech person or one-to-one technology, they support the 
teachers using and exploring new technology. 
Tiffany is one of the seven participants that feel as though they have the professional freedom to 
identify and use technology that works for their specific students. Samantha’s administration not 
only encourages her to seek out peers within her professional learning network to find new ways 
to use technology in the classroom, but they are always eager to help her employ these new 
programs into the curriculum. 
I have a ton of professional learning networks on social media that I use to get resources 
from. I know it doesn’t look like I am researching, but I am always looking for ways to 
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enhance learning with technology and interactive lessons that keep students engaged. 
When I find something really great, I go straight to his [principal] office to tell him about 
it. He is always like, ‘go for it!’ If it works, I can bring it to my team, and if not, oh well.  
Tiffany is one of seven of the participants that have an administration that is flexible when it 
comes to technology use in the classroom. Aside from the county mandated program, these 
participants state that they are encouraged to explore and find new technology programs that will 
assist in delivering the content to Generation Z students in an effective way.  
 In brief, seven of the fifteen participants felt as though they had the professional freedom 
to identify what areas of technology training that they found meaningful and were able to take 
part in these training opportunities. Meaningful training was a concept that was brought up quite 
frequently in the data collection. When teachers felt that the administration trusted them to 
recognize when and what type of training was needed to be successful, they felt as though they 
had a voice, and the administration valued their professional opinion. The gathered data 
demonstrates that when teachers are given a voice in technology integration and allowed to have 
the professional freedom to identify what works best for their students, they have a more positive 
disposition about technology in general.  
Importance of Technology Skills for Title I Students 
This study focused on Title I elementary schools and technology. The fifth theme derived 
from the third sub-question: How do Title I elementary Teachers describe the strategies they use 
to assist students in learning to utilize educational technology to enhance knowledge acquisition 
effectively? The theme of the importance of technology skills for Title I teachers emerged from 
the data collected.  
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 Economically and Academically Disadvantaged. Every participant in this study 
understood that the students in their care had unique needs due to being economically 
disadvantaged. Each school represented by the participants in the study had a population of 
disadvantaged students that lacked many of the provisions needed to be literate in technology 
skills. All fifteen participants understood that while students had access to a cell phone, most 
families did not have other devices such as computers, iPads, or tablets. Fourteen of the fifteen 
participants considered this to be an additional challenge for teachers and students alike. During 
a focus group discussion, Cara declared this to be of utmost importance due to students already 
being at a disadvantage due to economic barriers. Debra agreed and added that while the students 
were well versed in applications such as TikTok or Instagram, they lacked the skills needed to be 
college and career ready. Debra stated, “We need to prepare all students regardless of 
socioeconomic status, race, or whatever it may be, for the global marketplace, because it is 
definitely going to be digitally driven. It is up to us to bridge this widening gap.” In the same 
focus group, Felicia described the environment that her students lived in outside of the school 
campus and explained:  
Our students should be able to have the opportunity to break the cycle so that they are not 
always going to be the ones living in those trailers outside of the city limits. So that they 
can have opportunities and go to college, type a resume, something other than playing 
fortnight or scrolling through Instagram. We have to help them to break this cycle.  
Julio, who is not a significant advocate for technology in the classroom, described the 
importance of preparing his students for the future. Julio adds, “I guess it is pretty important 
since they will probably use technology for the rest of their lives. Since many don’t have 
technology at home, then schools should be exposing it to them in class. It may be the only time 
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that they are exposed to it effectively.” One hundred percent of the participants in the study 
understood the importance of Title I students learning how to use technology for learning 
efficiently. Even participants who perceived themselves to be lacking in technology skills or had 
little motivation to use it in class still recognized the importance of providing training to students 
who are academically or economically disadvantaged. Each found it essential to be able to assist 
students in maintaining a ‘level playing field’ with traditional students. 
 College or Career Ready. Most of the participants understood that technology is a way 
of life. Any future career or college program will be inundated with technology. For Title I 
students to be competitive in college placement or the job market, they must have the technical 
skills necessary to succeed in both. Twelve of the fifteen participants assumed that they were 
responsible for teaching Title I students the technical skills needed to prepare them for the future. 
Each of these participants believed that their Title I students lacked technology resources, skills, 
and experiences outside of the classroom. During a focus group, both Jake and Samantha 
discussed teaching students real-world technology skills. Jake began to teach his fifth-graders 
how to use email efficiently. He not only teaches them how to send and receive an email, but 
proper email etiquette as well as digital citizenship. Samantha agreed, stating that she has begun 
to teach her 4th graders how to conduct research. She is instructing them on how to utilize the 
county database, how to identify trustworthy resources, and finally, how to write up research 
data in MLA format. Paige also agreed, stating, 
There are very few careers that they'll [students] go into in the future that won’t need that 
technology piece. The sooner that we get them acclimated to using technology for real-
world practice, the more likely they will be successful.  
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The consensus for all fifteen teachers was that “technology is not a fading trend, but is a concept 
that is here to stay.” All the participants believe that technology is an essential component of 
learning and will be utilized in the everyday aspects of all college programs and future careers. 
Thus, it is critical for Title I students in elementary school to become familiar with real-world 
technology practices.   
Technology Training for Students 
  Most of the participants found that the goal of technology training for students is 
proficiency in technology outside of the classroom. Title I students must also be prepared for 
middle school, high school, then college or career. All participants in the study not only 
understood the importance of technology training for Title I students, specifically each described 
ways in which they trained their students in how to use technology effectively. Twelve of the 
fifteen teachers use the first week of school to educate students on the technology that the class 
uses throughout the year. Melissa describes how she trains her first-graders in steps. She logs in 
as a student on the overhead projector and takes them through the process, step-by-step. She does 
this with all the programs that she uses; Nearpod, Zearn, and Flipgrid. Melissa explains, “the 
students who pick it up right away can assist other students.” 
 During a focus group, each of seven participants described how they would model for 
students by using technology as the students would in the upcoming year. Three of the 
participants would explain to the students why they were using the technology and how it would 
benefit them in their growth and learning. Elijah explained that he not only feels that it is vital to 
model student technology at the beginning of the year but also to model enthusiasm for the use 
of technology throughout the year. He goes on to add: 
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I think that there is another technology divide with the facilitators. Old school teachers 
who are not technology-savvy don’t use technology as much in the classroom. When 
students see that their teacher is hesitant to use technology, they will also be hesitant. We 
have to model using technology by actually using technology, often and appropriately. 
In both focus groups, all the participants describe modeling and practicing using technology in 
whole group and small groups. Many participants felt that if the teacher in the previous grade 
level gave an adequate technology foundation for the current teacher to build on, the chances of 
students being successful in technology use increased significantly.  
 The data gathered indicates students need to see their teacher modeling technology 
effectively. Some also believe that if students understand why they are using specific technology 
and how it can help them academically, the technology will be more meaningful to them. Finally, 
if the administration has all its faculty on the same page when it comes to technology integration 
and the importance of technology use for learning, each grade level will effectively build 
technology skills upon the previous technology training of students.  
Research Question Responses 
This section addresses the research questions that guided this study. Three sub-questions 
assisted in addressing the central research question: How do Title I elementary teachers describe 
their experiences utilizing educational technology in the classroom? The first sub-question 
sought to understand how teachers felt about their technological awareness. The second sub-
question sought to identify how teachers described technology training. The final sub-question 
asked participants about strategies they use to train students on technology. The responses to 
these questions provided an understanding of educational technology integration in the 
participants’ classrooms. 
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Central Question 
 The central research question for this study was: How do Title I elementary teachers 
describe their experiences utilizing educational technology in the classroom? The participants in 
this study described utilizing various technology tools, both traditional educational technology 
tools and new or emerging programs. These tools, programs, and applications are used for 
communication, collaboration, engagement, critical thinking, and data collection to drive 
instruction.  
Many of the participants whom I interviewed reported that they found themselves to be 
technologically-savvy, using various modes of technology in their classrooms daily. While each 
participant uses some type of technology each day, eight of the fifteen participants use emerging 
technology compared with seven participants who only use traditional technology in their 
lessons. Participants such as Paige, Melissa, and Samantha reported using Nearpod, Flipgrid, and 
Google Classroom regularly. Whereas Anna, Beverly, and Debra reported using PowerPoint and 
YouTube as the technology they used each day. Those participants who describe themselves as 
significantly technologically-savvy reported using technology at least half of the day in some 
way.  
 All the participants utilized the overhead projector during instruction in the form of a 
SmartBoard, document cam, or Doceri. Seven of the participants use PowerPoint or internet 
applications during instruction. Eight participants utilize newer technology tools such as 
Nearpod, Flipgrid, simulations, and Google Classroom. All the participants felt that technology 
was relevant for engagement, collaboration, and data collection. Some of the participants used 
technology in small groups using differing platforms. Other teachers reported using technology 
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in whole group lessons. Most participants found that the most beneficial technology was any 
technology that facilitates reinforcing what the participants are currently teaching in class.  
 Seven of the participants utilize technology to communicate with both parents and 
students. She elaborates, “Classdojo has been the most beneficial tool since we have begun 
working from home [remote learning]. They [students] can post their portfolios and 
communicate. I can send them messages without going through their parents. Now that I am 
using it here, I can see how it would be beneficial when we go back to school. I really want to 
delve deeper into it when we go back to the classroom.” 
 Participants discussed the types of devices they provided students in the classroom. Most 
of the teachers had both iPads and laptops. Two of the participants also described having robots 
and coding devices. All the participants have access to technology tools in the classroom. 
However, fewer than half feel as though they are using these tools to the fullest potential.  
 All participants discussed utilizing the benchmarking program adopted by the district. 
Some identified this program as Istation or Iready. They use this program to determine where the 
students are academically and identify any gaps in learning. This data is utilized to directed 
instruction and differentiate learning. They administer a beginning-of-the-year, then mid-year, 
and finally end-of-year assessment to track growth and grade level equivalencies for students.  
Sub-Question One 
 The first sub-question was: How do Title I elementary teachers describe their 
technological awareness and their ability to integrate current educational technology into their 
classrooms? An anticipated finding that developed from this sub-question is that the participants 
who felt that they had adequate training and a supportive administration felt better equipped to 
use technology in the classroom. When asked about how the participants perceived themselves 
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when it comes to being technologically-savvy, those who felt comfortable with technology and 
utilized more current technological tools were more apt to deem themselves as technologically 
literate. These same participants had no issues with using technology in the classroom for 
teaching or learning and felt significantly comfortable with technology integration. Conversely, 
the seven participants who had little to no technological training in the last few years and 
minimal support from their administration did not feel as comfortable using technology. 
Additionally, these same participants were extremely hesitant to experiment with new 
technology and often reported feeling guilty for not being able to offer more trending technology 
to their students. One such participant explained, “I am fairly familiar with the technology that I 
currently use, but feel guilty because I could be using it more effectively. I would also welcome 
new ideas to better engage my students, but I just don’t have the time or even know where to 
begin.” 
Sub-Question Two 
 The second sub-question was: How do Title I elementary teachers describe their 
experiences with professional development and training initiatives designed for educational 
technology integration in the classroom? Seven of the fifteen participants described a supportive 
administration that gave adequate opportunities for technology training and professional 
development. These participants designated supportive administration who were enthusiastic and 
passionate about technology integration and offered a variety of training initiatives. Some 
administrators fostered teacher-directed training as well as the development of professional 
learning networks. These administrators would also provide training to teachers who were highly 
knowledgeable about technology and give them opportunities to be teacher leaders in the school. 
Natalie offers, “The principal gets himself really knowledgeable about the technology he wants 
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us to implement, and he sends teachers to train and become familiar. Then they will have a 
greater understanding of the program. When they come back to our school excited, we all want 
to learn more.” 
 Conversely, eight of the participants felt that they had little to no technological training 
over the last three years. Each of these participants felt they needed additional and up-to-date 
training on current technology trends, however, there is insufficient time and technology is not a 
priority on their campus. All the participants, in general, understood the importance of 
technology training. When the administration made it a priority, teachers also conveyed the same 
sentiment. Some participants described their experiences with technology training as nonexistent 
or extremely limited. The participants who designated having a supportive administration 
described their training experiences as fostering teacher leadership and creating a positive culture 
that celebrates technology integration. These teachers described being offered Ed Camp trainings 
where they could choose which types of technology that they wanted to learn more about. Some 
described teacher webinars or trainings via Zoom. Eight of the participants had administration 
that would send them to technology conferences or encourage the development of online 
professional learning networks. One teacher described her technology training as ‘Tech Mex 
Thursday’ where the administrator would bring in Mexican food to feed the teachers while they 
learned how to integrate the latest technology trends into the classroom. There were several 
participants that had difficulty describing recent technology training since their administration 
had offered little to no training in technology in the last few years. Many described having to go 
to their peers or to research online ways to use mandated technology.   
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Sub-Question Three 
The third sub-question asked: How do Title I elementary Teachers describe the strategies 
they use to assist students in learning to utilize educational technology to enhance knowledge 
acquisition effectively? Each participant in the study agreed that modeling at the beginning of the 
year was the most effective way to train students on the technology that they would use 
throughout the school year. Many participants described the importance of not only going 
through the technology program step-by-step, but also addressing the reason that the students are 
using a specific technology. For example, all the participants use a benchmark district-mandated 
program. Three participants in a focus group described explaining to the students the way that 
the program worked to gather data on each student. These participants felt that if students 
understood why a specific technology is essential and understand its purpose, they would be 
more apt to use it correctly.  
Two participants in the focus group discussed training students in technology that will be 
necessary for higher education or careers. These participants felt that training their students in 
email etiquette and proper research methods while they are in elementary school will prepare 
them for middle and high school, then college and beyond. Every participant understood the 
importance of Title I students being familiar with current technology so that they could be 
college and career ready. Most felt as though it was their duty as teachers to give them a strong 
foundation in technology at the elementary school level.  
Summary 
The purpose of this transcendental phenomenological study is to describe the experiences 
of teachers’ educational technology use in Title I elementary schools in Central Florida. Fifteen 
Title I teachers who had at least three years of experience participated in this study. I collected 
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data through one-on-one interviews, focus groups, and journal responses. The central research 
question was: How do Title I elementary teachers describe their experiences utilizing educational 
technology in the classroom? The sub-questions were: (a) How do Title I elementary teachers 
describe their technological awareness and their ability to integrate current educational 
technology into their classrooms? (b) How do Title I elementary teachers describe their 
experiences with professional development and training initiatives designed for educational 
technology integration in the classroom? (c) How do Title I elementary Teachers describe the 
strategies they use to assist students in learning to utilize educational technology to enhance 
knowledge acquisition effectively? Data collected during this study assisted in the development 
of five themes: emerging vs. traditional technology, benefits and barriers of technology use in the 
classroom, attitude toward technology influences teacher self-efficacy, administrative support, 
and importance of technology skills for Title I students. 
This chapter comprises the findings and data analysis for this study. Descriptions of the 
data exposed the need for administrative support for the technology to be effectively integrated 
into Title I schools. Additionally, the findings reveal that the attitude of the administration when 
it comes to technology will be a motivational factor for teachers. Training is also a contributor to 
teacher self-efficacy and the overall success of technology integration in the Title I classroom.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 
Overview 
The purpose of this transcendental phenomenological study is to describe the experiences 
of teachers’ educational technology use in Title I elementary schools in Central Florida. Chapter 
five begins with a summary of the conclusions derived from the data analysis of this study. The 
subsequent section will contain a discussion of the research findings, as well as how they relate 
to the current literature and foundational theories of this research. Next, a review of the 
methodological and practical implications of the study is discussed. Finally, the chapter 
concludes with a discussion of the limitations, delimitations, and recommendations for future 
research.  
Summary of Findings 
Analysis of data collected from one-on-one interviews, focus groups, and journal 
responses supported the development of five themes. These themes were: emerging vs. 
traditional technology, benefits and barriers of technology use in the classroom, attitude toward 
technology influences teacher self-efficacy, administrative support, and the importance of 
technology skills for Title I students. These themes correlated to the central research question and 
sub-questions. The central research question was: How do Title I elementary teachers describe 
their experiences utilizing educational technology in the classroom? The first theme, emerging 
vs. traditional technology, and the second theme, benefits and barriers of technology use in the 
classroom, answer the central research question. Participants described the types of technology 
they utilized in their classrooms regularly. Eight participants described more emerging 
technological tools, such as Nearpod, Flipgrid, Simulation programs, and Google Classroom. 
Seven of the participants designated traditional technology tools such as PowerPoint and 
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Microsoft Word as programs they typically use. All the participants utilized email and some 
other form of technology for communication purposes. Each of the teachers discussed devices 
that were available in the classroom, such as computers, tablets, document cameras, and 
Smartboards. 
Additionally, all the participants utilized the district-mandated benchmarking program to 
monitor progress and assess students. However, participants that felt that they were more 
technologically savvy found great value in these benchmarking programs. Whereas participants 
that were less likely to be comfortable with technology considered the district-mandated 
programs to be a waste of time and energy. The most beneficial technology used in the 
classroom were the tools that fostered collaboration, critical thinking, and creativity. All the 
participants found that technology was essential for Title I students. Time and classroom 
management, collaboration, and communication were some of the benefits participants found 
with technology use. Other participants felt that time could also be a barrier to technology 
integration in the classroom. Some found that there was no time to learn about new technology 
trends or identified having difficulty fitting it into their already busy day.  
Three sub-questions followed the central research question in this investigation. The first 
sub-question was: How do Title I elementary teachers describe their technological awareness and 
their ability to integrate current educational technology into their classrooms? This question is 
addressed by the third theme, which is attitude toward technology influences teacher self-
efficacy. Of the fifteen participants, eight felt as though they were extremely comfortable with 
technology in the classroom. These participants were excited to explore new and emerging 
technology and often spent time outside of school researching new technological tools to bring 
back to their classroom. 
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Furthermore, the participants that had a positive attitude about technology integration 
were more likely to consider themselves technologically-savvy. The seven participants that did 
not have a positive attitude about technology use or only wanted to utilize technology that they 
were familiar with also identified themselves as less than technologically literate. Some of these 
participants are not fond of technology use and are hesitant to utilize anything new or unfamiliar. 
Of these two groups, the participants that had a positive attitude about technology also had an 
administration that made technology a priority in the school. The group of participants that had a 
negative view about technology and felt inadequate in using it for teaching and learning 
described their administration as offering little to no training in technology skills.  
The second sub-question was: How do Title I elementary teachers describe their 
experiences with professional development and training initiatives designed for educational 
technology integration in the classroom? The third and fourth theme addresses this question. The 
third theme of attitude toward technology influences teacher self-efficacy is relevant to the sub-
question in that most of the participants described their training, or lack of training, as correlating 
to their self-efficacy. The participants that described having suitable training in technology 
integration had a more positive attitude toward technology and described a greater sense of 
teacher self-efficacy. Participants that stated that they had little to no technology training 
described themselves as having low confidence in their technology skills. Furthermore, these 
teachers with little training did not positively view technology.   
The fourth theme of: administrative support responded to this sub-question because each 
of the participants believed that training and professional development were necessary to 
integrate technology into the Title I classroom effectively. Six of the fifteen participants describe 
little to no support from the administration when it comes to training and motivation. Three of 
133 
 
 
 
these participants explain that they have had no technology training for the last three years and 
only used programs that have been in place for nearly a decade. They also described using only 
school mandated technology programs and little to no professional freedom. Their administration 
demands that students use specific applications for a given duration of time each day, leaving no 
additional time for teachers to explore more emerging and relevant technology. When a new 
technology is introduced, teachers are left to figure out how to use it on their own or seek the 
assistance of a peer. Some stated that there was a technology person on campus. However, their 
job was mostly to keep the computers working correctly. When the technology staff member was 
tasked with helping teachers learn about a program, it was voluntary and needed to be completed 
during the teachers’ planning period or after school. Most of the participants stated that it was 
not a priority for them due to having more demanding tasks to accomplish.  
Nine of the participants describe the opposite of their administration. These participants 
explained that they are offered training often and encouraged to research and explore new 
technology that would engage their students. Six of these participants have experienced more 
than one professional development opportunity in the last year. They have also been asked to 
take what they have learned and become teacher leaders at their school, leading training 
initiatives for the rest of the faculty. These six participants describe their administration as 
passionate about technology and offering support for professional freedom. The teachers feel as 
though they have a voice in which technology is more beneficial for their students and consider 
the administration respectful of their view and opinion. Most participants described 
administrative support, or lack thereof, as a significant component in the successful integration 
of technology in Title I schools. The participants also considered schools that have a leadership 
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team that believes technology training is a priority tend to have teachers who are more prepared 
for and passionate about the technology that they use in their classrooms. 
The third sub-question was: How do Title I elementary Teachers describe the strategies 
they use to assist students in learning to utilize educational technology to enhance knowledge 
acquisition effectively? This question is addressed by the third, fourth, and fifth themes. The 
third theme of: attitude toward technology influences teacher self-efficacy responded to the sub-
question in that the attitude toward technology can influence how teachers engage their students 
in technology training. The participants in this study who did not have a positive attitude toward 
technology or felt that technology was not considered an essential component for learning by 
their administration also felt as though they lacked the skills to train their students successfully. 
This lack of self-efficacy caused the participants who claimed little to no administrative support 
to be hesitant to learn or train their students in trending technology skills.  
The fourth theme of: administrative support exposed the need for Title I school 
administrators to not only be aware of the importance of technology integration in the classrooms 
of their economically disadvantaged students but to understand that they must provide their 
educators with the tools necessary to address these technological needs adequately. The 
participants that did not consider their administrators as being supportive in technology 
integration, also felt that they were trained, or equipped to train their students in the latest 
technology trends effectively. Some participants stated that they were doing a disservice to their 
students by not being able to supply the support or training needed for these students to be 
successful in learning to utilize emerging technology to assist in knowledge acquisition. Even 
though these teachers felt that they did not have the training or support needed to be successful in 
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training their students, they each understood that there was a need to ensure that these students 
were prepared for 21st-century skills.   
The third sub-question was also addressed by the fifth theme of: the importance of 
technology skills for Title I students. This theme revealed that all the participants understood the 
importance of technology training for Title I students. Regardless of the training that the 
participants received, support from administration, or attitude toward technology integration in 
the classroom, all the participants understand the unique needs of Title I students. The 
participants disclosed the knowledge of the academic and economic challenges of their students. 
They know that these students are already at a disadvantage when compared to traditional 
middle-class students. The participants were able to explain that while their students had access 
to a cell phone at home, they have limited access to other devices and lack the skills necessary to 
be fluent with 21st-century technology.  
Participants in the study describe teaching their students how to use technology to 
collaborate with others, create video and other formats for presentations, and conduct relevant 
research that is nonbiased and credible. For younger elementary students, teachers describe 
giving them a strong foundation in technology by teaching how to use the mouse and Smartboard 
pen or taking proper care of devices. Each of the teachers in the study described training students 
by modeling how to use technology programs effectively. At the beginning of the year, teachers 
work with students in small groups and whole group instruction, practicing how to use a given 
technology tool. It is the goal for each of the participants that their students become literate in the 
necessary technical skills required to be college and career ready. It was the consensus of all 
participants that it is their responsibility as educators in a Title I school to do all that they can to 
assist in bridging the digital divide and academic gap.  
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Through the analysis of data, a significant amount of information was derived. I found 
that participants want their Title I students to be successful and understand the need for 
technology integration in the classroom. Even though many of the participants were able to 
identify barriers and challenges in effective technology integration, each participant exhibited the 
desire and dedication to continue to prepare their students for the 21st century.  
Discussion  
The following section will discuss the findings of the research as it relates to the 
theoretical foundations of the study and the empirical literature previously reviewed in Chapter 
Two. The theoretical literature focuses on the theories of Bandura (1977) and Mishra and 
Koehler (2006). The empirical literature connects this study to previous research. 
Theoretical Literature 
The theoretical foundation for this study is grounded in Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive 
theory, more specifically, teacher self-efficacy, which is a significant component of social 
cognitive theory. The second theory that supported this study was Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge, or TPACK, theory.  
Social Cognitive Theory 
 Bandura (1977) gave a psychological perspective that focused on the influence of the 
social environment on an individual’s motivation, learning, and self-regulation. In Chapter Two, 
I considered how environmental processes could impact a teacher’s actions. Schunk and 
DiBenedetto (2020) explained that what an individual thinks or believes can influence their 
actions. These actions can then alter their thoughts, and the environment can impact a person’s 
behavior and perceptions. The participants of this study were greatly influenced by the attitude of 
the administration when it came to technology integration. Those teachers who had 
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administrative leadership that placed great value on technology in the classroom also gave 
technology integration significant importance. Many participants described administrators 
offering their teachers sufficient technology training. Those teachers would become teacher 
leaders in the school who would then support their peers by providing training and assistance in 
the same technology. One participant explained how her principal created Tech Mex Thursday, 
where he brought in Mexican food for the faculty who would stay after school to participate in a 
chosen technology training. With sub-question two, I asked participants about professional 
development and training initiatives designed for technology integration. The environmental 
processes impacted the participants’ thoughts and behaviors when it came to technology 
integration. Adequate support from the administration influenced the perceptions of effective 
technology use in the classroom. The overall culture of the school, the attitudes of the 
administration, and a school environment that celebrates the value of technology for learning will 
influence teachers to view technology integration more positively. 
Furthermore, the social cognitive theory focuses on the importance of perceiving and 
modeling the behaviors and emotional responses of others (Bandura, 1977). The participants who 
reveal having a supportive administration described wanting to emulate the actions of the 
principal. One participant explained how passionate and enthusiastic her principal was about 
exploring new and emerging technology. She shared his enthusiasm and explained how she 
endeavored to ‘keep up.’ The participants who identified having a supportive administration 
sought informative feedback. They were able to formulate thoughts about which behaviors 
would help them to be successful; thus, feedback influenced their future actions (Bandura, 1977; 
Cox & Graham, 2009). All of which can influence teacher self-efficacy and the overall 
successful integration of educational technology. 
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Teacher Self-efficacy 
 A significant component of social cognitive theory is teacher self-efficacy. Past 
experiences or current school culture may influence the teacher’s level of confidence in their 
ability (Brown, Lee, & Collins, 2014). One factor that participants described that had an impact 
on teacher self-efficacy was lack of perceived training. The participants in this study who felt as 
though they did not have adequate training to integrate new and emerging technology into the 
classroom effectively also revealed a lack of confidence in their technological abilities. Almost 
half of the participants lacked proper training and had feelings of inadequacy or felt as though 
they were letting their students down. These participants also felt alone and left to their own 
devices when learning about newly mandated programs. Bandura (1977) explained that self-
efficacy connects motivation and refers to the individual’s perceived ability. I asked each 
participant to describe how comfortable they were with technology and define their level of 
technological knowledge. The participants who had substantial administrative support also 
identified as being significantly technologically savvy. At the same time, the participants who 
lacked support from the administration felt inadequate and shared feelings of guilt for not 
providing more technology to their students.  
Brown, Lee, & Collins (2014) found that when teachers have a high sense of instructional 
efficacy, they tend to be more resilient in their teaching and have higher expectations for their 
students. Administrators who had a high sense of technological efficacy had greater expectations 
for their faculty when it came to technology integration. One teacher who designated her 
principal as passionate about technology stated that her school has grown from a C school to B 
school in two years, and she gives credit to the technology component that her new principal 
brought to the campus. Another participant who has not had any type of technology training for 
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several years felt as though her school has been stagnant when it comes to academic growth, as 
evident from recent state standardized testing results.  
The goal for many Title I teachers is to assist their students in bridging the digital divide. 
The components of the Teacher Self-Efficacy model (see Figure 2.1) provided in Chapter Two 
align with Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory and teacher self-efficacy, as well as the 
findings in this study. Administrative support, professional development, and training incentives 
contribute to higher teacher self-efficacy. This increase in teacher self-efficacy will lend to an 
increase in successful technology integration, an increase in students’ technological skills, and 
the overall goal of bridging the second digital divide. 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
The Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) model is a framework that 
gives teachers an understanding of the types of knowledge that is essential to teaching using 
technology (Mishra & Kohler, 2006). Students in this study are Generation Z students, who have 
never known a world without technology. The research participants understood that the most 
beneficial technology used in their classrooms were the tools that fostered collaboration and 
engagement while allowing students to think critically and creatively. Most of the participants 
understood that technology was an essential component of an engaging classroom. Even those 
participants who were hesitant to utilize new and more responsive technology understood the 
importance of using this technology to engage students in learning. The problem arose when the 
participants did not have adequate training and support to integrate this technology into the 
curriculum. 
  Each of the participants works diligently for their students. All the participants have the 
content knowledge and understand what materials and concepts that they are required to teach to 
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their students based on the academic level. I am confident that most have pedagogical knowledge 
since they are still thriving in the teaching profession. However, not all the participants had 
technology knowledge nor felt comfortable using technology to teach and enhance the 
curriculum. In this study, I sought to gain a better understanding of the experiences and 
perceptions of Title I teachers on technology integration. The marriage of content knowledge, 
pedagogical knowledge, and technology knowledge is critical in all classrooms when teaching 
21st-century skills to Title I students successfully. Nearly half of the participants in this study did 
not have the training to make this goal attainable. 
Empirical Literature 
 Upon reviewing the current literature, I found that there were a significant number of 
studies based on the integration of technology in secondary schools and higher education. 
However, there were little to no studies on technology integration at the elementary school level, 
more specifically, in Title I elementary schools. The following section will discuss the 
relationship between the empirical literature reviewed in Chapter Two and the results of the data 
analysis in the current study. 
Generational Shifts and Generation Z 
The participants in this study were aware of the new and unique educational needs of this 
cohort of students, Generation Z. These needs add to the challenges that Title I students already 
face when it comes to economic and academic barriers. During one focus group conversation, the 
participants discussed how they no longer can teach students in the same manner in which they 
learned while going through elementary school. This generation of students learns in a much 
different style in comparison to any previous cohort. Their life experiences, family dynamics, 
and culture add to the advancement of technology, thus making their learning needs quite 
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different (Turner, 2015 Seemiller & Grace, 2017). As teachers, the participants in this study 
understood that this generation of students thrive on technology and recognize the need to utilize 
these tools in the learning processes occurring within their classrooms. In earlier studies, 
researchers found that many teachers were cautious about changing their teaching practices and 
hesitant to try something unfamiliar to them (Varier et al., 2017). Previous research also found 
that as more technology begins to become implemented into the curriculum, students are driving 
their own instruction, and teachers feel as though they are losing some control of the learning 
process (Ruggiero & Mong, 2015). The current study added to the literature that focused on 
teachers’ perceptions of traditional teaching and the importance of moving into a more 
technologically enhanced classroom. This research identified participants that wanted more 
training in technology due to feeling as though they were not meeting their students’ 
technological needs. Six of the participants utilized a great deal of technology to enhance 
learning. Four participants felt as though they were inept in their teaching skills due to being 
unfamiliar with technology and described the desire to be trained in the newest technology trends 
to meet the needs of their Generation Z students better. The participants’ teaching experience 
ranged from 4 to 26 years. However, fourteen of the participants felt the need to acquire more 
training and adjust their teaching styles to meet the needs of their Title I students, even if this 
transformation was outside of their comfort zone.  
Digital Divide 
 Technology is used in schools to assist students in knowledge acquisition. However, 
technology is also a staple in homes where families utilize it for banking, shopping, and social 
communications. Cruz-Jesus et al. (2016) described how information communicating 
technologies (ICT) exist within nearly all daily economic and social activities. Therefore, 
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technology is available in virtually every American household. However, for many low-income 
families, it may only be in the form of a smartphone. Many traditional non-Title I students have 
adequate technology readily available, whereas economically disadvantaged students may not 
have access to acceptable technology tools. Previous studies researched this known phenomenon, 
which is called the digital divide. The gap that occurs between students who have ready access to 
technology and those students that do not is the digital divide (Cruz-Jesus et al., 2016; Dolan, 
2016; Eisenman, 2018). In this study, every participant was intensely aware of this divide in 
student access to the technology necessary for students to be successful in the 21st-century world. 
However, many of the participants had not considered the second digital divide. Even though 
students have access to smartphones or may know how to use technology for social media, they 
do not understand how to utilize technology to increase skills necessary for college and career 
readiness. While previous studies focused on the first digital divide, or the “haves” and the “have 
nots,” there are limited studies that focus on the second digital dived. Attewell (2001) and Van 
Dijk (2003) gave the classification of the first and second digital divide as “material” or physical 
access and “mental” or skills access. Since there have been limited studies that focused on the 
second digital divide, the current study addressed the strategies that teachers used to assist 
students in learning how to acquire the skills necessary to use this technology in a more 
meaningful way. Two of the participants discussed teaching their students how to utilize email 
for effective communication and how to conduct research and report findings using the MLA 
format. Four participants not only taught their student show to code but also how to use a variety 
of technology platforms to create presentations and collaborate with peers. The majority of 
participants in this study sought to find meaningful ways to train their students to not only be 
able to use technology in the learning process but also to be prepared for the 21st-century world.  
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During the data collection for this study, a global pandemic occurred. Schools were 
closed, and teachers had to scramble to instruct their students remotely. The topic of student 
access came up quite frequently. The participants in this study found that many of their students 
could not complete assignments at home due to lacking the devices necessary to log in to the 
assigned programs. Some teachers described students who did not have WiFi access or parents at 
home to assist them. This pandemic was an eye-opening event for each of them, as they were 
currently living through the effects of the digital divide. Some of the participants discussed how 
half of the students had to come to the school to pick up worksheet packets to keep up with other 
students who had access to assignments online. Many participants discussed how their students 
were falling further behind when compared to traditional middle-class students who had 
assistance from parents and access to technology tools. These students are not only economically 
disadvantaged, but now are struggling to keep up with their peers during the Covid-19 pandemic. 
Previous research referred to these students who fall into both categories as “double jeopardy” or 
“twice disadvantaged (Borman & Overman, 2004).” The current literature identified elementary 
children from low-income families who go to schools with fewer educational opportunities, 
having increased academic gaps due to the growing digital divide. Eisenman (2018) found that 
students from low socioeconomic and minority households tend to be (a) poor and (b) lack the 
technology necessary to bridge the educational achievement gap. This research study focused on 
Title I elementary schools that are now living through a growing technology divide due to the 
current pandemic global crisis. 
Benefits and Barriers of Technology  
Previous research studies identified both benefits and barriers to effective technology 
integration in secondary and higher education classrooms (Ruggiero & Mong, 2015; Wang et al., 
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2014; Yenmez, 2017). Numerous studies addressed technology use at the middle school, high 
school, and college level. However, there is little research on the successful technology 
integration in Title I elementary schools (Urban & Falvo, 2016). The current study focused on 
the challenges and rewards of technology use at the elementary level.  
Most teachers believe that technology is beneficial to both instructors and students 
because it augments students’ learning (Doering et al., 2014; Urban & Falvo, 2016). The 
participants in this study identified numerous benefits of technology integration in the classroom. 
These benefits included increased engagement, collaboration, effective classroom and time 
management, student self-efficacy, and creativity. Six of the participants consistently seek new 
and emerging technology trends to keep their students engaged and enthusiastic about learning. 
They also disclose how technology makes their life easier by providing improved time 
management. Nine of the participants utilize data from technology to guide and differentiate their 
instruction.  
Over half of the participants found that lack of time and training created a barrier to 
technology integration. Two participants considered technology to be too distracting. Others 
worried about technology tools getting broken or not working properly, which caused them to be 
hesitant about using it during lessons. Seven teachers explained that they had little support from 
the administration. This study sought to add to the existing research by bridging the gap in the 
current literature concerning elementary Title I teachers’ perspectives of the benefits and barriers 
of educational technology integration. This discussion of the theoretical and empirical literature 
in this research leads to the implications of the study. 
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Implications 
The participants in this study described the challenges that their students must overcome 
in order to bridge the academic and technological gap plagued by Title I school populations. 
Most were eager to find ways to incorporate the newest technology trends to help their students 
be successful in 21st-century skills. The participants understand the importance of technology 
integration in Title I schools. The following sections address the theoretical, empirical, and 
practical implications of this study. 
Theoretical  
The theoretical implications of this study are grounded in Bandura’s (1977) social 
cognitive theory, with a focus on teacher self-efficacy, and Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) model. The current research study 
contributed to these frameworks concerning how administrators and teachers implement 
technology in the Title I classroom. 
Social Cognitive Theory  
This study contributed to Bandura’s (1977) social cognitive theory in that participants 
sought to find ways to complete technology professional development in order to learn new 
strategies that would assist their students in utilizing technology for the purpose of learning. The 
foundation of the social cognitive theory focuses on the belief that people look to identify a sense 
of acceptance that has an influence on important events in their life. They do this by setting goals 
and then creating strategies to achieve them. These individuals monitor their progress and 
readjust when need be (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2020). The participants in this study wanted to 
learn new strategies for implementing technology and training their students on effective 
technology use for learning. Many participants researched and explored new technology tools 
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and sought professional development or individuals within a professional learning network to 
achieve this goal. Through these approaches to learn more about technology integration, 
participants were able to acquire new strategies and techniques to assist their students in 
technology use in the classroom. These participants set a goal of learning about new technology, 
sought to find training so that they could meet this goad, and monitored what worked and what 
did not to adjust to the specific needs of their students. These training and integration goals 
demonstrate evidence of Bandura’s social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977). 
Teacher Self-efficacy  
When an individual is in an agentic state, they direct their actions and take responsibility 
for the results. An important part of this agentic state is an individual’s awareness of their ability 
to learn and achieve specific goals. One of the most significant internal motivational processes in 
the social cognitive theory is self-efficacy. Bandura (1977) suggests that self-efficacy stems from 
goal-oriented and progress monitoring self-reflection. In this study, participants described their 
comfort level with technology and teacher self-efficacy as it pertains to technology integration. 
Participants discussed their level of “technological-savviness” and how it influenced their desire 
to incorporate new and emerging technology tools into the classroom. The participants 
frequently expressed their desire for further professional development, and many defined ways 
that they went about attaining this training. Some described teacher-directed training while 
others discussed supportive administration that fostered teacher leaders within the school 
campus. Bandura (1977) describes an agentic state in which individuals seek to observe 
authority. Participants in this study discussed the school leadership teams that sought out ways to 
increase teacher self-efficacy through technology training. Effective administrators can identify 
teachers in need of training and listen when these instructors seek help. These and other social 
147 
 
 
 
cognitive factors influence a teachers’ perceptions of self-efficacy, which can impact successful 
technology integration in the Title I classroom.  
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge  
This framework, created by Mishra and Koehler (2006), assists teachers in understanding 
the kinds of knowledge that are critical when effectively teaching with technology. The 
participants discussed creating greater technological pedagogical content knowledge because the 
TPACK model gives specific provisions for what is necessary to be efficient in the 
implementation of technology into the current curriculum (Koh, Chai, & Lee, 2015). The 
participants understand that each component of the TPACK is needed to integrate technology 
most effectively. Each of the participants expressed the desire to improve their instruction using 
technology. The teachers understood the need to assist students in bridging the digital divide and 
achievement gap by utilizing technology when possible. Participants used technology to teach 
students to present information in new and creative ways. They also discussed utilizing video 
platforms instead of having students write reports. Many sought real-world tools to practice math 
skills, like architectural applications and coding programs. The teachers in this study understood 
that the most effective way to deliver content knowledge pedagogically is using technology. 
Thus, applying Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) framework when implementing technology into the 
curriculum. 
Empirical  
Numerous studies have been completed on the integration of technology in today’s 
classrooms. Most research focuses on technology in middle schools, high schools, and at the 
college level. There has been a limited number of studies addressing educational technology 
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integration in Title I elementary schools. The information gathered from the data in this study 
added to the literature of previous research on technology integration. 
Generational Shifts and the Introduction of Technology  
Previous studies focused on technology integration, but there is little data derived from 
the elementary school setting. The goal of this study was to give a voice to teachers in Title I 
elementary schools in Central Florida. Participants were able to describe how they use 
technology to teach in the elementary classroom. They were able to discuss the importance of 
utilizing technology during the teaching and learning process due to the dynamic of this current 
generation of students. Participants revealed that it did not matter what grade level they currently 
taught; technology must play a vital role in the education of Generation Z students. Peres and 
Mesquita (2018) describe the mission of education is to prepare students to be successful. They 
go on to explain the importance of supporting the digital society and the direction that 
technology is going. The participants are seeking to prepare these students for the future, whether 
that future is a college education or a career. Participants described a technology-driven world 
and the need to prepare students who are academically and economically disadvantaged for a 
future where they are on a level playing field with their peers. This information adds to the 
literature on technology use in K-12 schools. The participants were able to share their opinions 
and views on the importance of technology integration for Title I schools, putting aside their 
teaching styles to address the individual learning styles of their students. Thought meaningful 
discussions, the participants were able to address the need to change their ways of imparting 
knowledge to adhere to the individual needs of the students.  
Today’s students live in a world driven by technology. Traditional teaching styles are 
teacher oriented. The goal of technology integration is to create a more student-directed 
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classroom experience. Logsdon (2016) examined that advanced students need to be challenged, 
and it is easy to lose engagement when these students are not offered a more interactive platform 
in the classroom. Previous studies indicate that teachers want their students to use technology 
successfully in the learning process (Ruggiero & Mong, 2015). The participants in this study are 
no different. They seek to utilize technology to keep their students excited about learning, 
collaborating with their peers, and finding creative ways to assess the content. The newest 
teacher in the study had been teaching only four years, while the most experienced teacher in the 
research had been in the classroom for over 26 years. No matter the participants years of 
experience, each understood and voiced that they “could no longer teach these students in a 
traditional fashion.” This generation of students must have the ability to utilize technology when 
acquiring knowledge.  
Generation Z  
While there are various studies completed on Generation Z students at the high school 
and college level, there are little to no studies on elementary school-aged Generation Z students. 
Generation Z students have unique learning preferences and styles. They thrive on self-directed 
learning and have an average attention span of 8 seconds (Seemiller & Grace, 2017). The 
participants in this study described allowing their students to learn by observation and practice as 
well as solving real-world problems. The participants use a variety of technology tools to keep 
their students engaged (Williams, 2019). There are limited studies based on teachers’ perceptions 
of technology use with younger Generation Z students. The participants in this study added their 
voices and perceptions of technology use for Generation Z students in the Title I elementary 
school setting. These teachers’ perspectives also contributed to the current literature of the use of 
technology to educate Generation Z.  
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Digital Divide 
 There have been numerous studies that focused on the first digital divide; however, there 
are few studies conducted on the second digital divide. Dolan (2016) explained how the 
technology available at home compared with technology available in school was not equitable. 
Other studies have helped in identifying the characteristics of the digital divide. One such study 
found that the concept of access could be divided into four types (Van Dijk, 2003). The first is 
the absence of elementary educational technology due to disinterest or anxiety. Four participants 
expressed fear or hesitation when using technology within the curriculum. The second type of 
concept of access was not having computers or other devices. Each of the participants had ample 
access to technology due to funding for Title I schools, yet they describe their students as having 
limited access at home. The thirds concept of access identified the missing skills and insufficient 
training for students. Each participant in the current study revealed their desire to teach 
technology skills necessary for a 21st-century world. The final concept of second-order digital 
divide was a lack of opportunities for students to use technology. The teachers in this research 
use every occasion possible to use technology to address real-world problems. Analysis of the 
data collected in this study found that participants furthered the thought that there is a critical 
need to address the second-order digital divide through the effective technology integration in 
the Title I classroom.  
Legislature 
 In 2001, the No Child Left Behind act ensured that technology became a critical 
component of education in today’s schools (US Department of Education, 2010). Teachers in 
every grade level must utilize technology in the classroom and integrate technology into all 
forms of curriculum. The teachers in this study recognized that Title I schools get funding 
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contingent upon their use of technology in the classroom. Funds under Title I through IV of the 
Every Students Succeeds Act (ESSA) and the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA), may 
support the use of technology integration that improves instruction and academic success. 
Teachers are on the front lines when it comes to successful technology integration in the 
classroom. Thus, their perceptions of technology use in the Title I classroom are critical to 
understanding how to successfully instruct students on effective technology use for 21st-century 
skills.  
Benefits and Barriers to Technology Integration 
Numerous studies have been conducted on the rewards and challenges of technology 
integration in secondary and higher education. The literature review in Chapter Two revealed 
that there are few studies on the benefits or barriers on technology integration at the elementary 
school level. It is clear that technology integration gives educators the ability to reach each 
student at their academic level (Doering et al., 2014; Jacobs, 2015). The teachers in this study 
described using technology and data to drive instruction when working with students in small 
groups and whole group lessons. Participants had lower-achieving students using technology to 
make gains and discussed how their advanced students used technology to enhance learning. 
Time and classroom management, as well as collaboration, critical thinking, communicating, and 
creativity, were just a few of the benefits that participants perceived as rewards of technology use 
in their elementary classrooms. There were few barriers that the participants discussed. Four of 
the participants explained that time and lack of training were barriers to technology integration. 
These are just a sampling of the benefits and barriers that these Title I teachers identified in this 
study. Their perceptions of these challenges and benefits of technology integration add to the 
current review of literature in that they are focused on integration benefits and challenges at the 
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Title I elementary level. Thus, this study finds a new understanding of technology integration in 
Title I elementary schools. 
Practical  
There are numerous practical implications of this study. This research gives valuable 
evidence to individuals who are invested in Title I schools. These individuals include school 
principals, faculty and staff, parents, and other community stakeholders. The practical 
implications concern how technology can be used in Title I classrooms for both teaching and 
learning, the importance of bridging the achievement gap for Title I schools, identification of 
technology that is most beneficial for students, and the professional needs of teachers. This study 
will lend to the perspectives of the participants due to adding their experiences with integrating 
technology into their Title I elementary classrooms. 
Policymakers  
The superintendent, board members, and other individuals who make district decisions 
must understand what teachers need in order to be successful in integrating technology into their 
curriculum. Teachers need devices, professional training opportunities, and technology support 
to create a technology-rich environment in which Title I students have ample opportunity to 
utilize technology for learning. Teachers also must have technology support at the school and 
district levels. This support should be ongoing and continuous so that the instructors can stay up 
to date on the latest technology trends. The participants in this study described using what was 
available to them. Seven of the participants described using second-generation iPads that cause 
frustration with the students due to the slow and insufficient storage or memory. Many 
participants suggested that technology should be updated frequently. Title I students are already 
at a great disadvantage. They need access to effective technology in their schools to be college 
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and career ready. The participants in the study understood the need to provide adequate devices 
and programs that will keep the students on par with their peers. School stakeholders must 
recognize the academic achievement gap between traditional middle- and upper-class students 
and Title I students that are from economically disadvantaged communities. Since a student’s 
social class is a predictor of academic success, the school stakeholders at the district level must 
realize that it is already difficult for these students to make up lost ground. They must give them 
every opportunity to bridge the achievement gap (Butler & Votteler, 2016; Garcia & Weiss, 
2017). 
Administrators 
This research study identified numerous benefits of educational technology use in the 
elementary Title I classroom. Title I students are already at a disadvantage due to academic and 
economic challenges. Most students in Title I schools have little to no access to educational 
technology outside of the classroom. Thus, to be prepared for college or career in the 21st 
century, they must be not only be introduced to technology in the classroom, but also be trained 
for technology skills that will prepare them for the future. Participants in the study had a strong 
desire for technology training. Seven of the participants felt as though they had little support 
from their administration when it came to professional development. These same participants not 
only lacked training, but they also were not encouraged to incorporate new and emerging 
technology trends into the classroom curriculum. The teachers did not have professional 
freedom, nor did they feel that they had a voice to decide which technology tools were a good fit 
for their specific students. Conversely, eight of the participants described administrators who 
fostered technology use in the classroom. These administrators not only offered technology 
training often, they gave continuous support to teachers who wished to continue to grow in their 
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technology knowledge and integration. These same administrators were described as enthusiastic 
about technology and created a culture that welcomed new ideas from the teachers. It is critical 
to see the impact that administrators have on the attitudes of the teachers and the overall self-
efficacy they feel toward technology use for educational purposes.  
Teachers 
Every participant in this study was an educator in a Title I school. There were numerous 
participants who provided evidence of successful technology integration that fostered academic 
growth. Nine of the participants felt comfortable with technology use and considered themselves 
somewhat technologically savvy. Some of the participants explored new technology trends that 
would keep their students engaged in their learning and fostered collaboration. As future teachers 
look to begin integrating educational technology into their classrooms, it will be crucial to look 
at the factors that made this a success.  
During the collection of data, the participants were directed to teach remotely due to the 
global pandemic, Covid-19. The participants understood the importance of students being 
technologically literate and having the skills to utilize educational technology. Many of the 
participants had students who lacked technological devices due to the digital divide, which was 
more evident during the pandemic. However, many noted that students who did have devices 
could not use them properly without explicit assistance from the teacher. Training opportunities, 
support from administration, adequate technology tools, and professional freedom to utilize 
specific tools that are fit for each students’ needs are a few factors voiced by the participants in 
this study. While there were a few teachers who were not as eager to incorporate new technology 
into the classroom, they still had an understanding of the importance of this integration. 
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Delimitations and Limitations 
For this phenomenological study, there were delimitations and limitations. The 
delimitations were the purposeful decisions made to define the boundaries of the research. The 
limitations of this study were the potential weaknesses of the study that may have been out of the 
researcher’s control. 
Delimitations  
 There were some delimitations in this study. The first delimitation was my choice of a 
transcendental phenomenology instead of hermeneutic study. I wanted to describe Title I 
teachers’ experiences with technology integration instead of interpreting their perspective. To 
give the participants of this study a voice, I needed to obtain an unbiased description of the raw 
data. 
The next delimitation was how participants were chosen for this research. I drew 
participants from social media, then, through purposeful sampling, I was able to identify 
prospective participants who met the criteria of being a Title I teacher, over the age of 18, having 
taught at least three years, and having familiarity with educational technology. Through 
maximum variation, I was able to gather a somewhat diverse sampling of participants to better 
understand how different groups of people view a specific topic (Patton, 2015). Since this study 
was based in Central Florida, there is a possibility that the experiences of the participants may be 
different in other parts of the country. However, for this study, it was convenient to maintain a 
localized area to gather participants.  
Limitations 
 There were numerous limitations to this study. The first limitation is my bias as a 
researcher. I am an adjunct professor who teaches pre-service teachers how to integrate 
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technology into their future classroom. I also worked as a Title I teacher for fifteen years. 
Finally, I work with Generation Z students and understand their learning needs. Although I 
utilized the epoché to set aside my thoughts and beliefs, each of these factors influenced my 
perception of the issue (Moustakas, 1994). Being aware of these biases helped in my continuous 
self-reflection. 
 A second limitation was the global pandemic. Due to social distancing guidelines 
implemented by the Center for Disease Control (CDC), I was unable to meet participants face-to-
face. I had to conduct interviews and focus groups via the Zoom teleconferencing program. 
Initially, I wanted to do observations of technology use in classrooms, however, the participants 
had moved to remote learning. Thus, the third type of data collection became journal responses. 
All data collection was able to be gathered remotely via the internet so that there was no danger 
of the participants contracting COVID-19. 
 The third limitation was the centralized location of the study. The participants were 
limited to Title I teachers in central Florida. Many of the teachers lived in more rural areas of 
Florida and did not represent all teachers across the country. The participants only illustrate the 
perspectives of some of the Title I teachers in Central Florida. 
 The next limitation was the time of year. Not only had the COVID -19 pandemic been 
ravaging the country, but participants were finishing the school year. While teachers had gone to 
remote learning, they were also working on completing end of the year tasks. Many participants 
had to reflect on the technology used throughout the year as they had not had access to the 
classroom or the technology tools they commonly utilized for teaching and learning. 
 The last limitation was the sample itself. While I sought to identify a wide range of 
diverse participants, I was only able to secure three male teachers. I also attempted to use an 
157 
 
 
 
ethnically diverse sample; however, I only had two Hispanic teachers and no black teachers in 
the study. All the teachers taught in rural areas. There were no teachers who taught in an urban 
setting.  
Recommendations for Future Research 
The purpose of this research was to examine the experiences of elementary Title I 
teachers’ use of educational technology to gain a better understanding of the technology tools 
they used, how they perceived their technological self-efficacy, administrative support, and their 
perceived importance of technology skills for the Title I students. Little research has been 
garnered in technology use at the elementary level, more specifically, in Title I elementary 
schools. I hope this study assists in filling gaps in the literature. Repeating this study in other 
areas of the country or with a more diverse population will further add to this matter. 
Additionally, conducting research that includes the parents’, administrators’, or students’ 
perspectives would afford a superior grasp of comprehension of the given phenomenon.  
Moreover, further research should be conducted on the adverse effects of technology on 
young students. Cara, a third-grade teacher, raised this issue during her focus group. She noticed 
that some of her students were having eye strain and headaches when using the computer for a 
prolonged period. Felicia thought her fifth graders that were on social media were becoming 
disconnected from reality and often had self-esteem issues. She also described a student who was 
struggling with cyberbullying and identified how it impacted the student’s mental health.  
Finally, the effect of remote learning should be researched further. During this 
investigation, participants discussed the challenges that remote learning added to the established 
burden that Title I students face. Many Title I students did not have technology tools at home to 
complete assignments or the technology necessary to connect with the teacher online. Some of 
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the Title I students were given worksheets to complete since they did not have access to devices 
or WiFi. Researchers are aware of the digital divide; however, with the global pandemic, 
research should be conducted on how economically disadvantaged students were impacted 
academically and emotionally.  
Summary 
The theoretical framework of Bandura (1977) and Mishra and Koehler (2006) laid the 
foundation of this study as I sought to describe Title I elementary teachers’ perceptions of 
educational technology use in the classroom. It was my goal to describe how the teachers use 
educational technology for teaching and learning. After data analysis, five themes emerged. 
These themes were: emerging vs. traditional technology, benefits and barriers of technology use 
in the classroom, attitude toward technology influences teacher self-efficacy, administrative 
support, and the importance of technology skills for Title I students. Through the data collection, 
participants were able to identify technology that was most beneficial and least beneficial, their 
perceived levels of technological knowledge, training and support from administration, and 
strategies used to train students on educational technology. I was able to give a voice to Title I 
teachers in Central Florida by focusing on the central question and the three sub-questions. 
The participants in this study not only revealed their knowledge of technology tools and 
how they implement them into their classroom, but they are also aware of the training needed to 
be successful in this implementation. Many participants felt as though they had little to no 
support from their administration and lacked adequate training in effective technology 
integration. Some recommendations that have derived from this study include the need for school 
administrators to provide adequate and effective professional development opportunities for their 
teachers. This training will equip them with the knowledge and tools necessary to not only bridge 
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the digital divide but also to train students to be prepared for the 21st-Century world. While this 
study was only intended to provide a foundation, additional research is needed to attain a strong 
understanding of technology integration in Title I elementary schools.  
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APPENDIX A: PARTICIPANT EMAIL SCRIPT 
 
Dear colleague,  
Hello, my name if Rachel Hernandez. I am conducting research for my Doctor of 
Education dissertation with Liberty University and would love to invite you to participate. My 
study will be describing how teachers in Title I elementary schools integrate technology into the 
classroom. I think it is important to give Title I teachers a voice when it comes to technology 
integration in the 21st-century classroom. Your identity and responses to questions are entirely 
anonymous, and your input can assist future teachers and administrators in identifying and 
addressing the benefits and barriers to technology integration. To identify you as a potential 
candidate, please take the online survey by clicking the link below. There are limited risks 
associated with this research as the risks would be no more than you would encounter on any 
given day in your profession. Your participation can provide a better understanding of the 
perceptions of Title I teachers’ integration of educational technology and improved support 
through professional development or training initiatives.  Your input is vital in identifying the 
perceptions of Title I teachers’ integration of technology. Please click here to take the survey: 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Rachel N. Hernandez 
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APPENDIX B: ONLINE SURVEY 
 
 
1. How old are you? 
2. What is your gender? 
3. What is your ethnic background? 
4. How many years have you been an educator? 
5. What grade levels have you had experience teaching? 
6. What are your current teaching credentials? 
7. What professional educational degrees have you been awarded? 
8. What is your comfort level when using technology in the classroom? 
9. What types of educational technology tools are you utilizing in your current classroom? 
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APPENDIX C: CONSENT FORM 
Consent  
  
Title of the Project: #GENERATION Z: A PHENOMENOLOGICAL STUDY EXPLORING  
THE EXPERIENCES OF ELEMENTARY TITLE 1 TEACHERS’ USE OF EDUCATIONAL  
TECHNOLOGY IN THE 21st CENTURY CLASSROOM  
  
Principal Investigator: Rachel N. Hernandez, School of Education, Liberty University  
  
Invitation to be Part of a Research Study  
You are invited to participate in a research study. In order to participate, you must be a teacher 
who has at least 3 years of teaching experience and is currently teaching in a Title 1 elementary 
school in Central Florida. You must also be somewhat familiar with existing educational 
technology trends and use technology in your current classroom for the purpose of student 
learning. Taking part in this research project is voluntary.  
  
Please take time to read this entire form and ask questions before deciding whether to take part in 
this research project.  
  
 What is the study about and why is it being done?  
The purpose of the study is to describe the experiences of teachers’ educational technology use in 
Title 1 elementary schools in Central Florida. This study is necessary because Title 1 elementary 
students are already at a disadvantage due to economic and academic challenges and may not 
have access to technology outside of the classroom. Additionally, these students may not know 
how to utilize technology effectively that is necessary to be college or career ready in the 21st 
century.  
  
 What will happen if you take part in this study?  
If you agree to be in this study, I would ask you to do the following things:  
1. Participate in a one-on-one interview. You will be asked to answer approximately 20 
questions about technology use in your classroom. This interview will be about 20-30 
minutes long. The interview will be audio and video recorded.   
2. Join a group of teachers in a focus group where you will answer questions about 
technology integration and training. This focus group will last about 30-40 minutes and 
will be both audio-recorded and visually recorded.   
3. Respond to three journal prompts. You will have two weeks to complete these prompts. 
They will be sent out to you via email. You will then have two weeks to answer three 
question about your experiences with technology use in the classroom. After completion, 
you will email these responses back to me.    
  
 How could you or others benefit from this study?  
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Participants should not expect to receive a direct benefit from taking part in this study. However, 
there could be findings that could benefit society.  
  
Benefits to society include identifying strategies that may help to bridge the digital divide, which 
is the gap between students who have ready access to technology and technological skills and 
those who do not (usually minority and economically disadvantaged students). These strategies 
may help Title 1 students to later become more successful academically and assist in the 
preparation of college or career in the 21st century world. Additionally, this study may benefit 
Title 1 teachers, administrators, parents, and other Title 1 school and district stakeholders in a 
greater appreciation of the unique technological needs of Title 1 and Generation Z students. This 
study will hopefully contribute a deeper understanding of the developmental and educational 
needs of this generation.  
  
 What risks might you experience from being in this study?  
The risks involved in this study are minimal, which means they are equal to the risks you would 
encounter in everyday life.  
   
 How will personal information be protected?  
The records of this study will be kept private. Research records will be stored securely, and only 
the researcher will have access to the records. Data collected from you may be shared for use in 
future research studies or with other researchers. If data collected from you is shared, any 
information that could identify you, if applicable, will be removed before the data is shared.  
  
• Participant responses will be kept confidential through the use of pseudonyms. Interviews 
will be conducted in a location where others will not easily overhear the conversation.    
• Data will be stored on a password-locked computer and may be used in future 
presentations. After three years, all electronic records will be deleted.  
• Interviews and focus groups will be audio and video recorded and transcribed.  
Recordings will be stored on a password locked computer for three years and then erased. 
Only the researcher will have access to these recordings.  
• Confidentiality cannot be guaranteed in focus group settings. While discouraged, other 
members of the focus group may share what was discussed with persons outside of the 
group.  
  
How will you be compensated for being part of the study?   
Participants will not be compensated for participating in this study.   
  
Is study participation voluntary?  
Participation in this study is voluntary. Your decision whether to participate will not affect your 
current or future relations with Liberty University. If you decide to participate, you are free to 
not answer any question or withdraw at any time without affecting those relationships.   
  
What should you do if you decide to withdraw from the study?  
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If you choose to withdraw from the study, please contact the researcher at the email 
address/phone number included in the next paragraph. Should you choose to withdraw, data 
collected from you, apart from focus group data, will be destroyed immediately and will not be 
included in this study. Focus group data will not be destroyed, but your contributions to the focus 
group will not be included in the study if you choose to withdraw.   
  
  
Whom do you contact if you have questions or concerns about the study?  
The researcher conducting this study is Rachel N. Hernandez. You may ask any questions you 
have now. If you have questions later, you are encouraged to contact her at 352-348-5347 or 
email at rhernandez15@liberty.edu. You may also contact the researcher’s faculty sponsor, Dr. 
David Vacchi, at dvacchi@liberty.edu.   
  
Whom do you contact if you have questions about your rights as a research participant?  
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 
other than the researcher, you are encouraged to contact the Institutional Review Board, 1971 
University Blvd., Green Hall Ste. 2845, Lynchburg, VA 24515 or email at irb@liberty.edu  
  
Your Consent  
By signing this document, you are agreeing to be in this study. Make sure you understand what 
the study is about before you sign. You will be given a copy of this document for your records. 
The researcher will keep a copy with the study records. If you have any questions about the study 
after you sign this document, you can contact the study team using the information provided 
above.  
  
I have read and understood the above information. I have asked questions and have received 
answers. I consent to participate in the study.  
  
 The researcher has my permission to audio-record/video-record me as part of my participation 
in this study.   
  
  
  
____________________________________  ____________________________________  
Printed Subject Name   Signature & Date  
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
 
Interview Questions  Research Questions 
1. What do you find most rewarding about being a teacher? 
 
2. Describe how you utilize educational technology in the classroom 
for academic purposes. 
 
 
 
CQ 
3.  How many hours per day do you engage in technology use? 
4.  What types of educational technology tools do you utilize most 
often? 
 
5.  Which educational technology tools do you utilize that you 
perceive are most beneficial? Why?  
 
6.  Which educational technology tools do you feel are the least 
beneficial? Why?  
 
7.  Elaborate on how comfortable or uncomfortable you feel using 
educational technology in your classroom daily?  
 
8.  Describe your attitude toward educational technology as an 
instructional tool for students in your classroom?  
 
9.  How often do you research or experiment with new technology for 
future use in your classroom?  
 
10.  How do you feel when you are tasked with utilizing new 
technology with your students?  
 
11.  Describe how technologically savvy you perceive yourself to be?  
 
12.  How does your administration prepare you for technology use in 
the classroom for instruction?  
 
13.  Describe the ways that you have participated in training that 
targets the use of educational technology?  
 
14.  What are your perceptions of the training, or lack of training, that 
you have received that will assist you in effectively using educational 
technology in your classroom?  
 
CQ 
 
CQ 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ2 
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15.  How often are you given opportunities for training initiatives for 
technology integration in your classroom? Describe these trainings.  
 
16.  Describe the opportunities that you have outside of the classroom 
that allow you to explore and learn about educational technology.  
 
17.  What opportunities do you offer students to use technology 
outside of the classroom for the purpose of learning?   
 
18.  How does educational technology use impact student learning in 
your classroom?  
 
19.  How do you train your students to use technology in the 
classroom?  
 
20.  Why it is important for your Title I students to have access to 
technology in your classroom?  
 
21.  What strategies do you use to ensure that your Title I students are 
trained in effective technology use that will allow them to be prepared 
for 21st-century learning?  
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
188 
 
 
 
APPENDIX E: FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONS 
 
 
Focus Group Questions  Research Questions 
 
1. What are your thoughts on the influence of technology on student 
learning?  
  
 
CQ, SQ1 
2.   What technological tools to you use most often in the classroom?  
 
3.  Which technology tools are most/least beneficial? Why?  
 
4.  How has your view of technology use in the classroom changed 
over the course of your career?  
 
5.  Describe a time when you were uncomfortable using technology in 
the classroom for instruction or learning?  
   
6.  What are the advantages of technology use in the classroom for the 
purpose of learning? Disadvantages? 
 
7.  What obstacles do you find are common when teachers are 
learning to use new technologies in their classroom? 
 
8.  Describe both positive and negative experiences with technology 
training (or lack thereof) or technology implementation in the 
classroom? 
 
9.  How do students use educational technology in the classroom for 
the purpose of learning? 
 
10.  Describe how you teach your students to use new technology for 
learning? 
 
11.  How are your Title I students’ technology needs different when 
comparing them to non-Title I students? (SQ3) 
 
12.  What other information would you like to add concerning 
educational technology integrating in the classroom? 
 
13.  What other information would you like to add concerning 
technology training for both instructors and students? 
 
 
 CQ                                         
 
CQ, SQ1 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
SQ2 
 
 
 
CQ 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ3 
 
 
SQ1 
 
 
CQ, SQ2 
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APPENDIX F: JOURNAL PROMPTS 
Journal Entry Prompts 
 
 
Journal Entry 1:  
1. Describe the technology you used in your classroom today. 
 
2. How much of the day was spent using technology?  
 
3. How familiar were you with the technology being used?  
 
4. Describe the level of student engagement that occurred during the lesson(s) that used 
technology?  
 
5. What distractions may have occurred?  
 
6. List any technology you frequently use (on a daily or weekly basis) and its purpose. 
 
Journal Entry 2:  
1. Discuss the professional development training you have been offered this school year.  
 
2. What training was beneficial?  
 
3. Which seemed like a waste of time? 
 
4. Describe the level of support that your administration has offered when it comes to the use of 
technology in your classroom? 
 
5. Describe the ways that your administration has offered or given training opportunities 
necessary for you to make integration successful?  
 
6. In what ways has this training helped you to feel more comfortable with the use of technology 
for learning? 
 
Journal Entry 3:  
1. Describe a situation where you were uncomfortable using technology in a lesson.  
 
2. What made you feel uncomfortable?  
 
3. Describe how this situation may have hindered the success of the lesson? 
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APPENDIX G: PARTICIPANT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
  
Participants Background Information 
Name Age Current 
Grade level 
Years of 
Experience 
Comfort 
Level Using 
Technology 
Level of 
Administrative 
Support 
Anna  49 Pre-K 26 Low Low 
Beverly 68 Kindergarten 24 Medium Low 
Cara  42 3rd Grade 5 Low Low 
Debra 54 4th Grade 15 Medium Low 
Elijah 33 2nd Grade 4 High Medium 
Felicia 35 4th Grade 13 Medium Low 
Helena 69 1st Grade 14 Medium Medium 
Jake 44 5th Grade 17 High High 
Julio 34 3rd Grade 9 High Medium 
Melissa 34 2nd Grade 13 High High 
Natalie 52 K-5 Steam 14 High High 
Nichole 58 4th Grade 26 High  High 
Paige 41 3rd Grade 10 High High 
Samantha 32 4th Grade 8 High High 
Tiffany 26 5th Grade 5 Medium Medium 
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APPENDIX H: CODING FREQUENCY 
Coding Frequency of Cited Concepts 
Code Frequency 
Training 71 
Administrative Support 65 
Technology Tools 58 
Attitude 51 
Benefits of Technology 42 
Teacher Efficacy 37 
Barriers of Technology  29 
Modeling and Training for Students 19 
Time 18 
Mandated vs. Professional Freedom 17 
Most Beneficial Technology 13 
Emerging vs. Fading Technology Trends 12 
Least Beneficial Technology 12 
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APPENDIX I: THEME DEVELOPMENT 
Theme and Corresponding Categories 
Theme Corresponding Categories 
1. Emerging vs. Traditional Technology  Technologically-savvy 
Technology tools used 
Most beneficial technology 
Least beneficial technology  
2. Benefits and barriers of technology use in 
the classroom 
Time (benefit and barrier) 
Training (benefit and barrier) 
Student engagement (benefit) 
Student efficacy (benefit) 
Collaboration and communication (benefit)  
3. Attitude toward technology influences 
teacher self-efficacy 
Attitude of administration influences teachers 
Attitude of teachers influences technology use 
Attitude and technology use influence teacher 
self-efficacy 
4. Administrative support Training 
View on the value of technology 
Incentives  
Teacher leaders 
Mandated vs. professional freedom 
5. Importance of technology skills for Title I 
students 
Economically disadvantaged 
Academically disadvantaged 
College and Career Ready 
 
